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The study analysed the food security and drivers of food insecurity among cocoa farming 

households in Ife East Local Government Area, Osun State, Nigeria. Multi-stage sampling 

technique was used to select 120 respondents in the study. Frequency, percentage, Food Security 

Index and logistic regression were employed for data analysis. The results indicated that most 

(50.83%) of the respondents were male with 49.17% female. The mean age for the respondents was 

61 years, 83.3% of them were married and most (35.83%) respondents were educated. Also, the 

results indicated that 70.00% of the respondents were not food secured. Gender (odd ratio of 3.050, 

p< 0.05), age (odd ratio of 1.078, p< 0.1), household size (odd ratio of 0.268, p< 0.01) and meal per 

day (odd ratio of 3.050, p< 0.01) were responsible for food insecurity among cocoa farmers in the 

study area. Constraints encountered as reported included limited access to land for cocoa 

production, inadequate access to good farm road, pest and disease infestations, rituals, high input 

cost, among others. Study therefore recommends reduction in food insecurity should involve family 

planning in addition to collaborated efforts by both the government and private sectors through 

regular orientation that encourages education among farming households on the need to expand 

their sources of income from agriculture to off-farm income generating business. In addition, farmer 

groups and government should make available agricultural inputs to cocoa farming households 

during farming seasons at subsidized prices distributed through farmers association.  
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Introduction 

Removal of the petroleum subsidy in Nigeria in 2023 is 

a critical moment in the country’s economic, social and 

environmental trajectory. The significant change in policy 

(fuel-petroleum subsidy removal on May 29, 2023, has 

many ramifications that need careful examination to fully 

understand its all-encompassing effects. Negatively, fuel 

subsidy removal may reduce economic growth in the short 

run, raise inflation, poverty, fuel smuggling, crime, rise in 

prices of petroleum products and loss of jobs in the 

informal sector, while positively fuel subsidy removal 

would free up financial resources for other sectors of the 

economy, incentivize domestic refineries to produce more 

petroleum products, decrease Nigeria’s reliance on 

imported fuel, surge employment, channel funds for the 

development of critical public infrastructure, reduce the 

budget deficit and generate a budget surplus in the near 

future, reduce government borrowing, curb corruption 

associated with fuel subsidy payments, increase 

competition, reinvigorate domestic refineries and reduce 

pressure on the exchange rate, Ozili and Obiora (2023). 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
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Identifying the complex web of effects, that is the good and 

the bad, direct and indirect that result from removing of 

subsidies and evaluating the consequences for the economy 

of Nigeria and society represent the main challenge at the 

very core of this research. Despite being driven by the 

desire to enhance fiscal sustainability and correspond to 

worldwide trends of reducing fossil fuel subsidies, the 

removal of subsidies comes with a number of difficulties 

(Al Jazeera, 2023). The challenging concern in these issues 

is the possibility of rising socioeconomic inequality, since 

the removal of subsidies may result in higher increase in 

prices of fuel with an attendant increase in expenses of 

living, which in turn may cause food insecurity. This 

concurs with Ude (2023) postulation that although removal 

of subsidy may have long-term advantages, it can also 

mount pressure on households’ financial resources, most 

especially those that are already marginalized.  

Healthy living enhances productivity of an individual 

when basic needs of life are met. The concerns of policy 

makers and researchers is that availability, cost and 

sustainability are most relevant. This might have resulted 

from the fact that malnutrition can have serious physical 

and health effects. Food security takes into accounts these 

four areas - availability, access, usage, and stability which 

were born out of food summit in 1996. Food security is 

defined as the ability of an individual to have both financial 

and physical and physical opportunity to wholesome food 

for a healthy and active living (Ogunniyi et al., 2020; 

Omotayo 2020). 

Low-income households are often vulnerable to hunger 

and related health challenges due to limited financial 

access to adequate food. This economic constraint 

frequently leads to chronic or temporary malnutrition 

(Mutisya et al., 2015). Over the past decade, food 

insecurity in Nigeria has worsened rather than improved. 

While earlier studies showed that national calorie 

availability sometimes averaged above the recommended 

level, more recent surveys indicate that many households, 

particularly the poorest, still consume far less than they 

need. In some vulnerable areas, people survive on as little 

as 1,600 kilocalories per day, far below the international 

threshold for healthy living, GFSI, (2015). This reflects not 

only a lack of food but also the inability of families to 

afford diverse and nutritious diets.  

The Global Food Security Index (GFSI) further 

illustrates this decline. Nigeria scored 37.1 out of 100 in 

2015, ranking 91st out of 109 nations. By 2022, the 

country’s score had only slightly risen to about 42 out of 

100, but its global rank dropped further to 107th out of 113 

countries, Food Systems Dashboard. (2022). This indicates 

that Nigeria continues to lag behind most nations in terms 

of food affordability, availability, and nutritional quality. 

As of 2025, the crisis is stark. The Cadre Harmonisé 

analysis projects that about 30.6 million Nigerians will face 

acute food insecurity between June and August, with over 

one million at risk of emergency-level hunger, FAO, 

(2025). The United Nations warns that nearly 31 million 

Nigerians are acutely food insecure, while cuts in 

humanitarian aid could leave 1.3 million people without 

vital food support. Taken together, these figures show that 

Nigeria’s food security crisis is deepening. While calorie 

intake remains inadequate for millions, the quality of diets 

is equally troubling, with nearly four out of five Nigerians 

unable to afford a healthy diet. High inflation, conflict in 

food-producing regions, climate shocks, and reduced 

humanitarian assistance have all contributed to worsening 

hunger. Thus, the situation in 2025 is not only similar to 

what was observed in 2015 but is in many respects more 

critical, underscoring the urgent need for stronger policy 

responses and targeted support for vulnerable 

communities, Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems. 

(2023).  

Food security in Nigeria is strongly impacted by the 

high rate of inflation that has recently been prevalent 

throughout the nation, Frontiers in Sustainable Food 

Systems. (2021). Nigeria is also one of the major exporters 

of agricultural goods. Nigeria’s agricultural exports have 

mostly been driven by tree crops like cocoa, oil palm, and 

rubber, among others. The cultivation and export of cocoa 

(Theobroma cacao) is a significant source of foreign 

exchange for many developing nations, especially those in 

Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). Since its discovery in the 

Amazon basin in the 18th century, cocoa farming has 

expanded to other tropical regions of South and Central 

Africa, as well as West Africa, which started to dominate 

production in the middle of the 1960s. Africa overtook 

America as the world’s leading producer of cocoa, and this 

trend continues today commencing from the second half of 

the nineteenth century.  

Cocoa was brought to West Africa from Brazil (South 

America) by a Niger Delta chief named Squiss Bamengo, 

who brought it via Fernando Po to Nigeria in 1874 and later 

in 1879 to Ghana (Eduardo and Philippe, 2013). Today, 

West Africa remains the global hub of cocoa cultivation, 

producing approximately two-thirds of world’s supply. 

The leading cocoa-producing countries include Nigeria, 

Ghana, Indonesia, and Côte d’Ivoire. Nigeria ranks sixth 

globally and third in Africa in terms of cocoa production. 

Nigeria also retains a significant role in this landscape. 

Currently ranked sixth globally, the country produces 

between 280,000 and 340,000 tonnes of cocoa each year. 

In Africa, Nigeria is behind only Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, and 

Cameroon, though its government has set an ambitious 

target of boosting production to 500,000 tonnes in order to 

climb higher on the global ranking. Rising cocoa prices—

soaring from about $2,200 per tonne in 2022 to more than 

$11,000 by late 2024, have intensified interest in the crop. 

This has drawn new groups of farmers, including young 

professionals and urban migrants, into cocoa-producing 

regions like Cross River and Ondo States, (International 

Cocoa Organization, ICO, 2024). 

Before the discovery of crude oil—often referred to as 

"black gold"—cocoa served as Nigeria’s primary cash and 

export crop, particularly in the southern regions. Currently, 

the top cocoa-producing States responsible for around 60% 

of national production and not less than 30% of total 

exports, the States included Ondo, Ogun, Osun, Oyo, and 

Ekiti. Other notable cocoa-producing states include 

Adamawa, Kogi, Kwara, Abia, Cross River, Edo, and 

Akwa Ibom. According to the Nigerian Bureau of Statistics 

(2013), a total of 18 States are involved in cocoa 

production, including additional contributors such as 

Taraba, Delta, Lagos, Bayelsa, Rivers, and Imo States. 

Several studies have attempted to address the issue of 

food insecurity in West Africa and Nigeria, yet important 

knowledge gaps remain. For instance, Antwi and Lyford 
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(2018) examined food insecurity and coping strategies 

among rural households in Ghana. Their study highlighted 

the socio-economic and demographic factors that shape 

household food access, showing that limited livelihood 

options and vulnerability to shocks force many families 

into short-term coping strategies. While insightful, the 

research is Ghana specific and less applicable to Nigeria, 

and it places more emphasis on coping mechanisms rather 

than long-term structural drivers of food insecurity such as 

market access, gender inequalities, and climate stressors. 

In Nigeria, Fawole, Ozkan, and Ayanrinde (2016) 

investigated the socio-economic determinants of food 

insecurity among farming households. They found that 

income levels, education, and access to productive 

resources were significant factors shaping food security 

outcomes. However, their study was largely confined to 

identifying determinants without a deeper exploration of 

nutritional quality, dietary diversity, or calorie adequacy. 

Furthermore, it predates recent socio-economic shocks, 

such as COVID-19, rising inflation, and the naira’s 

devaluation, which have had a strong impact on household 

food access in more recent years.  

More recently, Awoyemi et al., (2022) assessed the 

prevalence of food insecurity in Nigerian households using 

the Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES). Their 

findings revealed persistently high levels of food insecurity 

in both rural and urban areas, with poverty, household size, 

and employment status emerging as important drivers. The 

study also exposed strong regional disparities. 

Nonetheless, it was largely quantitative and did not 

sufficiently account for multidimensional aspects of food 

insecurity, such as nutritional outcomes, household 

resilience, and the role of climate change, conflict, and 

policy interventions in worsening food access. Taken 

together, these studies and some others demonstrate that 

while the determinants and prevalence of food insecurity 

are well documented, important gaps remain. There 

remains limited information specifically on the food 

security and drivers of food insecurity among cocoa 

farming households, particularly in Osun State, Nigeria. 

This study, therefore, focuses on drivers of food insecurity 

within cocoa farming households in Ife East Local 

Government Area, Osun State. Specifically, it examines 

the food security status of the respondents, drivers of food 

insecurity and explores the challenges associated with 

cocoa farming in the area. 

 

Materials and Methods 

 

This study was conducted in Osun State, located in 

southwestern Nigeria. It is bordered by Ekiti and Ondo 

States to the East, Kwara State to the North, Ogun State to 

the south, and Oyo State to the West, Osun, officially 

known as the State of Osun by the State government is 

recognized for its diverse economic activities, historical 

sites, and rich cultural heritage. Multistage sampling 

technique was used to select respondents for the study. In 

stage one Ife-East Local Government Area (LGA) was 

selected using purposive sampling technique out of the 30 

LGAs in the State due to its relatively high concentration 

of cocoa farmers compared to other LGAs in the State. In 

stage two, five villages were randomly selected within the 

LGA. In stage three, twenty-five respondents were 

randomly selected, giving a total sample size of 125. 

However, 120 respondents responded fully to the 

administered questionnaire. Data obtained were analyzed 

using frequency, percentage, mean, foster-Greer-thorbecke 

(FGT) measure, household food insecurity access scale 

(HFIAS), food security index (FSI) and logit regression 

analysis.  

 

 
Figure 1. Map of Osun State showing Ife-East Local 

Government Area 

 

Food Security Metrics  
Food insecurity implies to the failure to obtain 

otherwise consume an sufficient quality or quantity of food 

through socially acceptable means, or the uncertainty about 

being able to do so. It goes beyond merely lacking physical 

access to food; it also impacts mental and emotional health. 

According to Sseguya, Mazur, and Flora (2018), food 

insecurity can trigger a harmful cycle of poverty and 

malnutrition by increasing susceptibility to illness, adverse 

birth outcomes, impaired cognitive development, and 

reduced productivity later in life. 

 

 

Method 1: Foster-Greer-Thorbecke (FGT) Measure 

The food insecurity status of agricultural households 

can be assessed by means of the Foster, Greer, and 

Thorbecke measure. FGT index is a type of poverty metric 

utilized to evaluate both poverty and inequality. It captures 

not only the incidence and intensity of poverty but also the 

income distribution among the poor (food insecurity). 

Additionally, the index is decomposable, allowing for 

detailed analysis of poverty within various subgroups of a 

population, equation 1. 

 

𝐹𝐺𝑇𝛼 =
1

𝑁
∑ (

𝑧−𝑦𝑖

𝑧
)

𝛼
𝐻
𝑖=1    (1) 

 

Let z represent the poverty line, N the total population, 

and H the number of individuals considered poor—that is, 

those whose incomes yᵢ fall at or below z. FGT poverty 

metric incorporates a parameter α, which determines the 

sensitivity of the measure to the depth and severity of 

poverty: When α is low (e.g., 0 or 1), the FGT metric treats 

all poor individuals more equally. As α increases, the 

measure places progressively more weight on those further 

below the poverty line, emphasizing the severity of 

deprivation. A higher FGT value indicates a higher level of 

poverty within the economy. 
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Method 2: Household Food Insecurity Access Scale 

(HFIAS) 

HFIAS as a tool measures food insecurity in 

households, particularly focusing on "access" part of food 

security, which includes availability in addition to 

accessibility to sufficient food. It’s a questionnaire that 

assesses households’ perceptions of their food insecurity 

situation and their behavioral responses to it. HFIAS score 

is a progressive measure of the level of food insecurity 

(access) in the household in past four weeks (30 days). To 

help understand the characteristics of and changes in 

household food insecurity (access) in the surveyed 

population, four types of indicators can be calculated. The 

total HFIAS fall within 0 to 27, indicating the degree of 

insecure food access. Households are categorized as food 

secure, mildly food insecure, moderately food insecure, or 

severely food insecure as a categorical variable, Sseguya, 

Mazur, and Flora (2018). 

 

Method 3: Food Security Index (FSI) 

In applying the FSI, equation 2, the food security line 

can be derived from household monthly expenditures on 

food items. Households whose spending exceeds two-

thirds of this threshold are considered food insecure, 

whereas those spending less than this amount are classified 

as food secure. The calculation of food security is based on 

the total value of food items consumed by each household 

over the preceding seven days, equations 3 and 4. 

The FSI is given as: 

 

𝐹𝑖 =  
PFEH

MPEH
     (2) 

 

Where  

PFEH: percapita food expenditure for the ith 

households 

MPEH: 2⁄3 mean percapita food expenditure in all 

households 

 

PCE =  
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑓𝑜𝑜𝑑 𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒

𝐻𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑 𝑆𝑖𝑧𝑒
   (3) 

 

PCE: Per capita food expenditure (PCE) 

 

MPCFHE =  
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑 𝑃𝐶𝐸

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝐻𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑠 
  (4) 

 

𝐹𝑖 = 𝐹𝑜𝑜𝑑 𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥 

 

MPCFHE: Mean per capita household food 

expenditure 

 

When𝐹𝑖 ≥ 1 = 𝑓𝑜𝑜𝑑 𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑒 𝑖𝑡ℎ ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑 

𝐹𝑖 ≤ 1 = 𝑓𝑜𝑜𝑑 𝑖𝑛𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑒 𝑖𝑡ℎ ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑. 
 

or  
 

The following formulas were used to calculate the 

mean per capita household expenditure index: 

 

MPHE =  
∑ 𝐾𝑖

𝑛
𝑖

∑ 𝐻𝑖
𝑛
𝑖

    (5) 

 

MPHE: meanpercapitahouseholdexpenditure 

Where: 𝐾𝑖: is the daily monetary worth of all the food 

items consumed by the household, and 𝐻𝑖 is the total 

number of household members. Consequently, the food 

secured index (FSI) percentage of families was calculated 

as 

𝐹𝑆𝐼 =  
𝑚

𝑁
, 𝑚     (6) 

 

N is sample population, 𝑚 is the number of food 

secured households. This gives the percentage of 

households that were food secured when this is multiplied 

by 100, equation 5. 

For this study, method three (3) FSI was adopted based 

on the nature of the available data. 

 

The Logistic Regression (LR) Model 

To identify the drivers of food insecurity among cocoa 

farmers, a logistic regression analysis was conducted. 

Endogenous variable, food security status was defined as a 

binary outcome, where households classified as food 

insecure were coded as 0 and those deemed food secure 

were coded as 1, on the basis of calculated food security 

line. Logistic regression is based on four key principles that 

must be considered. Firstly, it requires a categorical 

dependent variable—typically binary. Second, between the 

independent variables and the log odds of the dependent 

variable, model assumes a linear relationship. This 

principles can be evaluated using model fit statistics and 

the Pseudo R-squared value. Third key assumption is that 

of independent errors, meaning the residuals from different 

observations must not be correlated. This implies that the 

data be collected among independent samples, as opposed 

to related groups such as pre/post measures or matched 

pairs. A coefficient that quantifies each predictor’s 

independent involvement to the variance in the endogenous 

variable is determined by the LR. The endogenous variable 

Y takes the value 1 if the response is “food secure” and 

takes a value 0 if the response is “food insecure”. 

Logit equation is written as (Green, 1993), equation 6. 

 

𝑃𝑖 =
𝑒𝛽𝑥

1+𝑒𝛽𝑥     (7) 

 

In this case, 𝑃𝑖  = 0 for food insecurity and 1 for food 

security. The analysis’s findings are presented as an odds 

ratio (p/q) since logistic regression determines the 

likelihood of success (p) over the probability of failure (q). 

 

Y = (1 if food secured and 0 otherwise) 

X1= Gender (female = 0, male = 1), X3= Marital Status, 

X2= Age (years), X4=Education (years), X5= Size of 

household (numbers) , X6= Experience (years), X7= 

Member of Association, X8= Extension Agent, X9= 

Number of Meal per day (numbers), X10= Enough Food 

(Yes =1, No = 0), X11= Protein Rich (Yes =1, No = 0), X12= 

Meal Skip (Yes =1, No = 0) 

 

Results and Discussion 
 

The result in Table 1 indicate socio-economic 

economics of the respondents. The result reveals 49.17% 

male and 50.83% female respondents engaged in cocoa 

production in the study area. This is consistent with the 

findings of Ndaghu et al., (2009) and Robert et al., (2013), 
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that found out men make up the majority of household 

heads who make important production decisions. This 

result, however, is in contrast to those of Zubairu and 

Maurice (2014); Hadebe and Mpofu (2013), that 

discovered women primarily engaged in the production of 

food crops, and this guarantees security of food. Results 

also indicate the head of cocoa farming households was 

(61±14.34) years old on average. The head of around 

38.33% of all respondent families was younger than the 

mean age, whereas the head of about 61.67% of 

respondents was older than the mean. As a result, in the 

research area, the heads of families were older than their 

younger counterparts. This finding, however, is similar to 

that of Oluyole et al., (2015), who discovered that the 

likelihood of a household being food secure decreased with 

the age of the household head. Majority of those surveyed 

(83.3%) were married, in addition to the considerably 

extremely low rates of divorce (2.5%), widowhood 

(10.0%), and single status (25.00%). This suggests that the 

majority of responders will be responsible for their spouses 

and kids in addition to their own duties. According to 

Oluyole et al., (2015), this suggests that cocoa farming 

households may have opportunity to greater (more) family 

labor. The majority of respondents (85.3%) had from three 

to 16 children, with a mean size of (7±3.13), according to 

the Table. This household structure may be categorized as 

having a large family size. It is probable that the children 

contribute to household labor, and factors such as age at 

marriage may further influence family size. The key 

implication of this finding is that food consumption per 

individual is likely to decline, leading to a higher 

dependency ratio. As family size increases, the per capita 

availability of food decreases, potentially compromising 

the household’s overall nutritional status. This outcome is 

in consonance with the findings of Babatunde et al., (2007), 

which indicate larger household sizes are related with 

reduced likelihood of achieving food security—since 

greater number of individuals depends on the same income 

and resources. Table 1 further shows 35.83% of the 

respondents (cocoa farmers) spent up to 7-12 years in 

school. This shows that the respondent with the more years 

of education will find it easy to assimilate new innovation 

that will aid their farming activities at a faster rate, which 

will lead them to be more food secured. While 28.33% of 

the responded spend up to 6 years in school will also 

understand the new innovation but at a slower rate. On the 

average, cocoa farmers in the study area spent (11±4.36) 

years in school.  

 

Table 1. Socioeconomic Characteristic of Cocoa Farmers (n = 120)  

Variable Frequency Percentage 

Gender    

Female  59 49.17 

Male  61 50.83 

Age    

21-40  15 12.50 

41-60  43 25.83 

61-80  54 45.0 

80  8 6.67 

Mean 61  

SD 14.4  

Marital Status    

Single  5 51.67 

Divorced  3 2.50 

Widow/widower  12 10.00 

Married  100 83.33 

Household size   

<=10  103 85.83 

11-20  17 14.17 

Mean  7  

SD 3.1  

Education    

<=6  34 28.33 

7-12  43 35.83 

>12  43 35.83 

Mean  11  

SD 4.36  

Major Occupation    

Farming  56 46.67 

Trading  14 11.67 

Civil-servant  21 17.50 

Artisan  24 20.00 

Driver  2 1.67 

Medical practitioner 2 1.67 

Retired  1 0.83 
Source: Field Survey, 2024; SD = Standard Deviation 
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Table 2. Food Insecurity Status  

 F % 

Food secure 34 28.33 

Food insecure  86 71.67 

Total  120 100.00 
Source: Field Survey, 2024 

 

Result from Table one shows that 46.67% of the 

respondent are into farming activities as their major 

occupation,11.67% are into Trading, 17.50% are Civil 

servant ,20% are artisan, 1.67% are Medical practitioner 

and 1.67% are also driver and 0.83% are retired civil 

servant. The results in the Table also revealed that 69.11% 

of the respondents belonged to associations, while 30.83% 

did not belong to any associations. The outcomes implies 

that majority of cocoa farmers are likely to benefit from 

membership in farming associations, as such affiliations 

enable the pooling of resources, which can foster greater 

expansion and more efficient resource management. 

 

Food Security Status of Cocoa Faming Household  
The result in Table 2 presents the food security of cocoa 

farmers in the study area. According to the food security 

index computed, 71.67% of the respondents were classified 

as food insecure, whereas 28.33% were identified as food 

secure. The findings in the Table is an indication that 

nearly three out of every four cocoa-farming households 

struggle to meet their basic food needs. Such a high 

prevalence of food insecurity is paradoxical, given that 

these households are engaged in agricultural production. It 

suggests that cultivating cash crops like cocoa does not 

automatically translate into household food sufficiency. 

The implication of this result is twofold. On the one hand, 

cocoa farming provides income opportunities, but on the 

other, it exposes households to the risk of food insecurity 

if income is unstable or not effectively managed to ensure 

year-round food access. This underscores the need for 

interventions that go beyond cash crop promotion. Policies 

and programs should support cocoa farmers with strategies 

for livelihood diversification, climate-smart agricultural 

practices, and food crop integration alongside cocoa 

production. In addition, improving market access, financial 

literacy, and post-harvest support could enhance the 

capacity of these households to convert cocoa income into 

stable food security. Several studies have underscored this 

paradox. For instance, Ajayi et al., (2016) noted that cocoa 

farmers in Southwest Nigeria, despite being cash earners, 

faced persistent food insecurity challenges due to poor 

income management and unstable farm-gate prices. In 

another study, Ibrahim et al., (2019) observed that cash-

crop farming households often prioritized expenditure on 

non-food needs such as education, health, and farm inputs, 

which sometimes left limited resources for adequate and 

nutritious food.  

 

Drivers of Food Insecurity among Cocoa Farming 

Household  
The results in Table 3 showed that model was 

statistically significant Pseudo R2 value of 0.3842, which 

implies that 38.42% of the variation in food insecurity 

among cocoa farmers is accounted for by the collective 

influence of the exogenous variables captured in the model. 

From the results in the Table, the odds ratio of 0.268 

suggests that an additional increase in household size by an 

adult would increase the household food insecurity by 

0.268. Thus, large household size tend to affect the 

respondents’ income which reduces households’ 

consumption expenditure by extension increases food 

insecurity. Previous studies by Macho (2015) and Agwu, 

Agodi and Okereke, (2021) on determinants of food 

insecurity among cocoa-producing households in Abia 

State, Nigeria support this finding, showing that a rise in 

household size lowers income per adult equivalent, thereby 

directly and indirectly elevating household poverty and 

diminishing living standards. Additionally, the age of 

cocoa farmers has a positive and statistically significant 

odd ratio of 1.078 at 10% level (p = 0.084), suggesting that 

a one-year increase in the household head’s age raises the 

log odds of experiencing food insecurity by a factor of 

1.078 holding other factors constant. This trend may be 

attributed to declining productivity associated with aging 

and health challenges. These results align with Khamaldin 

et al., (2015) and Ukonu, Nwosu, and Ezeh (2024) work on 

household food insecurity and correlates among farming 

populations in Southeastern Nigeria, who also discovered 

food insecurity risk tends to rise with household head age. 

Conversely, Ukonu, et al., (2024) reported an opposing 

view, suggesting that as the household head ages, observed 

poverty significantly decreases. Moreover, the odds ratio 

of 6.198 suggests that a higher meal frequency per day 

significantly reduces food insecurity, highlighting the role 

of adequate food consumption and nutritional access in 

cushioning households against hunger. This indicates that 

households that consumed meals more frequently per day 

were far less likely to experience food insecurity. The 

implication is that access to regular meals serves as a buffer 

against hunger and nutritional deprivation, thereby 

strengthening household resilience. Finally, gender also 

played a role, with an odds ratio of 3.051 suggesting that 

male-headed households were more food secure than their 

female-headed counterparts. This is in line with broader 

evidence across Sub-Saharan Africa that female-headed 

households face structural disadvantages in terms of access 

to resources, income, and decision-making power, which 

negatively affects their food security status, (Adepoju, 

Oyebisi, and Osungade, (2021); Ogunleye, and Oladejo, A. 

(2024)). 

 

Constraint to Cocoa Production 

As revealed by this study, the constraints encountered 

by the respondents indicated that higher percentage of the 

respondents which is 99.17% has limited access to land for 

cocoa production, while 0.83% claimed to have sufficient 

access to land for the production of cocoa as shown in 

Table 5. About 71.67% do not have access to good farm 

road and only the few 28.33% have access to good road, 

FAO, (2022). In Table the results also shows that 57.50% 

of the respondents are very much affected by pest and 

disease, while 40.50% are not that affected. 
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Table 3. Drivers of Insecurity among Cocoa Farmers 

Variables Odds Ratio Standard Error p-value| Mfx 

Gen.  3.0507 1.757 0.053** 0.054 

AHH  1.0784 0.0470 0.084 * 0.085 

MS 0.733 0.488 0.640 0.642 

Schooling  0.959 0.0909 0.660 0.654 

HHSize 0.268 0.0793 0.000*** 0.000 

Experience  0.919 0.0606 0.202 0.193 

Association  5.949 7.635 0.165 0.055 

Extension agent  0.195 0.225 0.156 0.189 

Number of meal per day  6.198 3.859 0.003*** 0.002 

Enough food  1.981 1.461 0.356 0.397 

Protein rich  0.711 0.234 0.301 0.306 

Meal skip  1.49 0.942 0.526 0.509 

Constant 0.986 2.108 0.995  

Number of observations 120    

LR chi2 (12) 56.33    

Prob > chi2 0.0000    

Pseudo R2 0.3842    
Source: Author’s Compilation; *; ***; and *** Represents 10%; 5% and 1% significant levels respectively; Gen. = Gender; AHH = Age of Household 

Head; MS = Marital Status; HHSize = Household Size 

 

Table 4. Constraints to Cocoa Production (n = 120)  

 Frequency  Percentage  

Do not have access to farm land for cocoa farming?   

No  1 0.83 

Yes  119 99.17 

Do not have access to good road for transportation to bring cocoa input into your farm Frequency Percentage 

No  86 71.67 

Yes  34 28.33 

How do pest and disease affect cocoa production on your farm  Frequency Percentage 

Very much  69 57.50 

Not much  51 42.50 

Are there cultural or rituals associated with cocoa production    

No  120 100.00 

Financial Challenges    

No  44 36..67 

Yes  76 63.33 

Pest and disease  44 36.67 

Too much rainfall  30 25.00 

Monkey infestation  25 20.83 

High price of agrochemicals  6 5.00 

Mistle-toe infestation  5 4.17 

Financial problem  6 5.00 

Pest and disease and too much rainfall  2 1.67 

Weather  2 1.67 
Source: Field Survey, 2024 

 

In addition, pests and diseases of cocoa are another 

major challenge faced by cocoa farmer and it reduces their 

level of production. This is in tandem with the findings of 

Andrew et al., (2022) who discovered pests and diseases as 

constraints to cocoa production. All the respondents affirm 

that cocoa production is not associated with any ritual. It 

also revealed that 36.67% of the respondents had no access 

to credit while 63.33% have access to production credit 

from both formal and informal sources in terms of acquired 

for farm. This echoes findings from Côte d’Ivoire and 

Nigeria where limited access to affordable credit remains a 

major barrier, preventing smallholders from adopting 

improved technologies or purchasing necessary inputs 

(Andrew, Ogunlade, & Adebayo, (2022)) This access to 

production credit by some of the respondents may not be 

unconnected with the fact that many of the respondents 

belonged to a cooperative society which is the major means 

of obtaining assistance either from Government or Non-

Governmental Organizations (NGO). Other challenges 

highlighted by the respondents include pest and disease 

attacks (36.67%), excessive rainfall (25.00%), monkey 

infestation (20.83%), high cost of agrochemicals (5.00%), 

mistletoe infestation (4.17%), financial difficulties 

(5.00%), combined challenges of pest/disease and 

excessive rainfall (1.67%), and adverse weather conditions 

(1.67%). These findings suggest that cocoa farmers face 

multidimensional constraints, ranging from land scarcity 

and infrastructural deficits to biological, climatic, and 

financial pressures, all of which combine to undermine 

productivity and profitability in the sector.  
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Conclusion 

 

The findings revealed a high level of food insecurity 

among cocoa farmers in the study area. It clearly 

demonstrates that cocoa farmers in the study area face a 

combination of structural, biological, and financial 

challenges that hinder their productivity. These problems, 

combined with other constraints such as excessive rainfall, 

monkey infestation, high input costs, and mistletoe 

invasion, place cocoa farmers under considerable strain. In 

light of these challenges, the study recommends that family 

planning, income diversification, and improved access to 

affordable agricultural inputs are essential. Strengthening 

farmer associations, enhancing rural infrastructure, and 

promoting education and sustainable farming practices will 

help improve food security and overall household welfare. 
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