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Abstract

This paper examined the effect of rural-urban migration on assets accumulation among farming households in Kwara State, Nigeria. The objectives of the study were to describe the socio-economic characteristics of the farming households in the study area, examine the level of rural-urban migration and the effects of rural-urban migration on assets accumulation among farming households. Data obtained from 120 farming household heads were analyzed using descriptive statistics and multiple regression analysis. The result showed that most of the farming household heads (73.3%) were men, with the majority (70.0%) of them been married. About three-quarters of the respondents (77.5%) claimed to have migrants within their household and the analysis showed that household farm size and number of migrants in the household had a statistically significant effect on asset accumulation in the study area. This study concluded that most of the migrants had migrated in search of employment and furtherance of their education, thus decimating an average farming household in terms of their youthful population. As a result of this finding, it is recommended that there should be an all-inclusive agricultural programme by the government that will engage these youths to discourage them from further unnecessary migration from their immediate communities.
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Introduction

The concept of mobility as a consequence of environmental change first arose in the mid-80s when the term 'environmental refugees' was coined (Warner & Afifi, 2013). An increasing number of people are forced to migrate internally or across borders to cope with the growing pressure on natural resources. Evidence is provided by the World Bank Group (2018b) which reports that an increasing number of environmental emigration hot-spots occur in the developing countries of the world in regions plagued by water or agricultural stress.                       

     It has been foretold that the number of 'environmental refugees' in the coming decades, a definition first introduced by the United Nations Environmental Programme UNEP in 1985 (El-Hinnawi, 1985; Afifi, 2012), will range from twenty-five million to one billion by the year 2050 (Swing, 2009). However, there is a divergence of opinions on whether migration is a positive example of adaptation and resilience enhancement (Webber & Barnett, 2010; Foresight, 2011; Miletto et al., 2017). Aside from the ability of migration to alleviate environmental pressures, it might induce several adverse consequences ranging from a local deprivation of workforce, in particular severe for agriculture in rural areas (Crush, 2013), migration might evoke conflicts between migrants and inhabitants of receiving areas (Reuveny, 2007; Hermans, 2012; Selby & Hoffmann,
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2012) and result in a positive feedback loop by exacerbating the environmental pressure in destination countries (Hermans, 2012). Frequent droughts further destabilize the Africa region and result in high competition for water displacements
(World Bank Group, 2018a). 

The study of migration and its diverse causes and consequences dates back to 1885 when the initiator of the theory-Earnest Ravenstein-widely regarded as one of the first migration theorists (King, 2012), published his 'Laws of Migration' (Ravenstein, 1885). Since then, different schools of thought evolved from his original work and aimed at unraveling the primary reasons behind migration. In his theory, Ravenstein introduced the idea of push and pull factors that shape migrants’ decisions by pushing them from areas with less favorable conditions and pulling them towards areas with more favorable conditions (Ravenstein, 1889). This approach has been transformed and refined in various ways by different authors thereafter, such as Lee (1966) who suggested that migration is usually shaped by factors in both origin and destination areas as well as by personal factors and intervening obstacles that play a role in the migration process. Also, Martin & Widgren (2002) claimed that network forces are a third type of migration-encouraging factors besides push and pull forces. This includes the flow of information, communications or personal desire. Push forces in this regard refer to high unemployment rates, economic decline or non-economic circumstances such as wars and persecution whereas employment opportunities, prosperity or family unification usually act as pull forces. The strength of these factors, in combination with the vulnerability of a household, eventually influences the decision to migrate. 
     Boswell (2002) further categorizes the possible drivers of migration according to three different levels: the macro, meso and micro level. The macro level describes objective conditions in a migration decision such as social, demographic, economic, political or environmental push and pull factors, meso level refers particularly to the role of systems and networks in migration as well as to links between countries, and the micro level describes personal considerations in a migration decision. In another dimension, the approaches on the reasons for cross-border migration evolved in economic theory, headed by neoclassical doctrine. This school of thought developed approaches for both the macro and the micro level. The macro theory assumes that migrants migrate due to geographical differences in labor and wages (Massey et al., 1993). The micro theory on the other hand suggests that migration is based on a rational decision in which the migrating individual evaluates the costs and benefits of different opportunities (Massey et al., 1993), eventually migrating to the market with the highest opportunities and wages. One major livelihood strategy developed by the rural poor is to move out of their homes in search of greener pastures.

The movement of people from rural to urban areas is a common occurrence in Nigeria. This involves the migration of people from their respective rural households to urban centers in search of better living conditions. The movement poses some problems in the rural as well as in the urban centre even though there are benefits derivable from it. In most rural areas, the impact of rural-urban migration may lead to a rapid deterioration of the rural economy leading to chronic poverty and food insecurity (Mini, 2000). This arises mainly due to the excessive drain of youth from the rural populace thus leaving only the older and aged members to constitute the labour force of the rural
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area.       

  Migrants are usually concerned with the 
benefits they hope to gain by moving and usually give less thought to the problems that they will incur as a result of the process. Some of these problems may impact more on the non-migrants left behind in the rural area. It was revealed that migrants from rural to urban areas are always many compared to those coming from urban to rural areas. Moreover, socio-economic developments can have a major impact (Denny et al., 2018). The migration of young adults from rural areas also places a greater burden on farmers. For farmers to cover the same area of land as when he had extra hands to assist in farming activities, he must work much longer hours thus depriving him of some time for leisure or participation in various social activities.  Accordingly, the environment and ecological factors play decisive roles in determining agricultural produce and economic growth which in turn have a significant effect on a country’s food security (Denny et al., 2018).  
In another perceptive, one of the benefits to gain in migrating from one place to the other is the remittance (could be monetary or assets) made by migrants from the host country to the habitual country of birth. Remittance refers to the portion of migrant income that, in the form of either funds or goods, flows back into the country of origin, primarily to support families back home. International remittances have been recognized as an important driver of the economy of most developing countries. It plays vital roles in poverty reduction, income redistribution and economic development, especially in rural areas. According to Hernandez-Coss & Bun (2006), Nigeria is the largest recipient of remittances in Sub-Saharan Africa. They reported that the country receives nearly 65 percent of officially recorded remittance flows to the region 

and two percent of global flows. The Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN) reported approximately US$2.26 billion in remittances for 2004. The phenomenon of Nigerian emigrants, considered as an escape from hardship on the home front and depletion of human capital is somehow paying off for the country. This is because of the revelation that Nigerians abroad grew the economy by a whopping $7billion in the year 2008 and that Nigeria is the sixth highest destination of remittances from its citizens living in the Diaspora (World Bank, 2002).
Assets are an important part of the household’s investment. Households invest in different ways for their maximum satisfaction and try to invest in a safe zone where risk is minimum. Households invest in small business and education, health, etc. but also accumulate assets inform of landed property, agricultural land and shops. Also, livestock is important for the household because it helps them to generate not only income and satisfaction but save them from uncertain future situations. Income received to the household is mostly used for day to day consumption so any income other than labour income like gift, bounces from their current job or any other income which they receive for a certain time, treat as transitory income and theories of consumption proved that these income are used more for saving than consumption or used for investing purposes then consumption. 
   Accumulation of assets is an important means by which people can move out of poverty and improve their livelihood (McKay, 2009). An increase in household income through remittances is expected to have a positive impact on household asset holding and asset accumulation. However, whether remittances spur investments in productive assets or whether remittances are mainly used for daily consumption and housing has been a longstanding debate
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(De Haas, 2007). Remittances are useful in agriculture as well. Adams (1998) investigated the impact of internal and international remittances on asset accumulation in rural Pakistan and found that a positive and significant relationship existed between remittances and two types of physical assets: irrigated- and rain-fed land. Taylor and Wyatt (1996) found that remittances enabled rural households to accumulate liquid assets and helped them overcome credit and risk constraints. Overall, the agricultural efficiency and productivity losses from migration are at least partially offset by gains from the boost in overall income as a result of remittance inflows. Rozelle et al., (1999) found a net negative impact on income as the gains from remittance. Finally, the effects of remittances on capital accumulation had also been studied at the macroeconomic level by Glytsos (1993) and Giuliano & Ruiz-Arranz (2009) who provided evidence that remittances tend to particularly foster growth in countries with less developed financial systems by helping them overcome liquidity constraints. Asset accumulation can only be possible if enough remittances are received by rural households. But in the case where the migrants are not well settled in their new areas, the remittances sent will only be used for non-migrants feeding and daily demands, asset will be the least to be accumulated. Accumulation of asset decreases as low income is generated from agricultural activity since most able-bodied (youths) in farming households have migrated. 
Most previous studies on rural-urban migration in Nigeria only focused on its effect on agricultural labour supply and agricultural output, while few studies have looked into rural-urban migration and its effect on assets accumulation, thereby leaving information gap which this study intends to fill. It will be of interest to know 
the magnitude of the rural-urban migration 

and the effects of rural-urban migration on assets accumulation among farming households and as well, the causes of rural-urban migration from the perception of non-migrants in the study area.
This paper sought to assess the effects of rural-urban migration on assets accumulation among farming households, using Kwara State, Nigeria as a case study; Specifically, the study:
· described the socioeconomic characteristics of the farming households in the study area.
· examined the level of rural-urban migration in the study area.

· determined the effects of rural-urban migration on assets accumulation among farming households in the study area.
Methodology
The study was carried out in Kwara State, Nigeria; the state is located between latitudes 8º30’ and 8º50’N and between longitudes 4º20’ and 4º35’E of the equator. It is about 300 and 500 kilometers away from Lagos and Abuja respectively. The state is bounded by Niger State in the northern part, Kogi State in the East and Osun, Oyo and Ekiti State in the South and Republic of Benin in the West. It is located in the forest-savanna and the state experiences moderate dry and wet seasons; the state is noted for heavy rainfall within September and October. The rainy season is between March and November and the annual rainfall varies from 1000 mm to 1500 mm, with a peak between September and early October. Also, the mean monthly temperature is generally high throughout the year. The daily average temperatures are 25ºC in January, 27.5ºC in May and 22.5 ºC in September.  The vegetation type found here is derived Savannah with riparian forest along the river bank. The major occupation of the people in the state
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is farming and various crops are cultivated at subsistence level which they consume by farmers’ families. Rice, sorghum, cassava, maize, yam, beans and sweet potatoes are the major crops grown in the state; a few farmers also grow cash crops like-cashew and oil palm.  (Kwara ADP, 2015).
The primary data used for this study was obtained through structured questionnaires. A 3-stage sampling technique was adopted for the study; the first stage involved the random selection of three local governments from the 16 Local Government Areas (LGAs) of Kwara state. The second stage involved the random selection of 24 farming households from the selected 3 local governments, while the final stage involved a proportionate selection of 120 respondents from the list of farming households provided by Kwara ADP. The selected three LGAs that fall under Zone C of the Agricultural Development Project (ADP) are located close to the state capital where migration is quite prevalent.
The analytical tools employed for this study include descriptive Statistics, Multiple regression analysis and the 5 point Likert-type scale. Descriptive statistics were the frequencies, percentages, means, mode and range; ratios were used to capture the demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the respondents.

Multiple regression analysis

The implicit model equation 1 is

Y=f{X1,X2,X3,X4,X5,}…………..…..(


Where;







Y= Household assets worth                                 

X1=sex of the household head


X2= Household farm size (hectare)
X3= Farming experience of household head (years)




X4= Number of migrants in the household    X5= Amount of remittance received per annum (Naira)





The explicit model equation 2 is

Y=b0+b1X1+b2X2+b3X3+b4X4+b5X5+ei.(2)
b0= Intercept parameter of the model
b1 – b5 = Slope parameter of the model
ei = Error term of the model
Results and Discussion

Socio-economic Characteristics of the Respondents

   Table 1 shows that 73.3% of the respondents were males while 26.7% were females. This shows that both the male and female are involved in farming in the study area. The higher percentage of males, when compared to the females, maybe due to the energy demanding nature of farming activities which places the male gender at an advantage. In Table 1, the marital status of the household heads shows that 70.0% of them are married, and 21.7% are widows. Table 1 indicates that about 46% of the respondents have no formal education, primary education (29.2%) while 16.7% of the respondents have Tertiary education. 

    Over 80% of the respondents claimed farming as their primary occupation. Some 20% of the respondents are into income diversification activities like trading, teaching and transportation. Table 1 shows that more than an average (59.2%) of the household head interviewed have been involved in farming for more than 20 years. Table 3 also indicates the farm-size profile of the household heads; majority of the farmers (86.7%) have a farm size ranging between one to five hectares, implying that the respondents practice small-scale farming due to the nature of fragmented-land holdings in the study area. As regard membership of associations, the majority of household heads interviewed (60.8%) claimed to belong to one association or the other, while the remainder 39.2% claimed not to belong to any association. An average of 51.7% of the respondents claimed to belong to different farmers group while a
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good percentage (43.3%) claimed to belong to the Fadama Development Project association alone. Land ownership pattern was identified in this study as shown in Table 1, and the majority of the household heads (78.4%)  claimed to have acquired their land either being inherited or purchased while 15.8% claimed they have access to communal land and just about 5.8% claimed to have rented/leased land for their farming activities.
Table 1: Farmers Socio-Economic Characteristics
	Characteristics
	Frequency (F)
	Percentage (%)

	Gender
	
	

	Male

	88
	73.3

	Female 
	32
	26.7

	Marital Status
	
	

	Single 
	2
	1.7

	Married 
	84
	70.0

	Widow
	26
	21.7

	Divorced
	8
	6.7

	Education Level
	
	

	No formal education
	55
	45.8

	Primary education
	35
	29.2

	Secondary education
	10
	8.3

	Tertiary education
	20
	16.7

	Primary Occupation
	
	

	Farming
	98
	81.7

	Others
	22
	18.3

	Secondary Occupation
	
	

	Farming
	21
	17.5

	Trading
	32
	26.7

	Teaching
	10
	8.3

	Transporter
	10
	8.3

	Others
	47
	39.2

	Farming (Years)
	
	

	0-5
	19
	15.8

	6-10
	13
	10.8

	11-15
	11
	9.2

	16-20
	6
	5.0

	20-above
	71
	59.2

	Farm size (Ha)
	
	

	1-5 
	104
	86.7

	6-10 
	13
	10.8

	11-15
	3
	2.5

	Membership
	
	

	Yes
	73
	60.8

	No
	47
	39.2

	Farmers association
	
	

	Co-operative
	6
	5.0

	Farmers group
	62
	51.7

	FADAMA 
	52
	43.3

	Farmland 
	
	

	Owned/Inherited/Purchased
	94
	78.4

	Rent/Leased
	7
	5.8

	Communal land
	19
	15.8


                               Level of rural-urban migration

    People tend to migrate in response to prevailing conditions and situations. This 
phenomenon is quite common among rural households. Table 2 indicates that the majority of the farming households (77.5%) have either one or more migrants while 22.5% claimed not to have experienced the migration of any of their household members. As shown in Table 2, over an average of the rural-urban migrants (54.7%) are males whose ages, at the time of migration, ranges between 10 and 20 years; an indication that 54.2% of the migrants are in their youthful and active age at the time of migration. This finding implies that the younger migrants have the strength and risks-bearing ability associated with such a transition from one place to another. This is in line with Gimba and Kumshe (2000) that the majority of the migrants from the villages to cities are young and energetic to cope with the hurdles of activities faced in cities. 
In Table 2, the study reveals that close to an average of 43.1% of the migrants in the study area migrated in search of better employment while 35.2% of them went in search of better education. This study is not too different from the studies conducted by Omonigho & Olaniyan (2013), McCarthy et al. (2006) and Todaro (1997) which posited that education and employment are two basic reasons why people move from the rural area to urban centres. This study also reveals that the majority (70.6%) of the migrants were not employed before migration, while 29.4% of the migrants were employed before migration. 

     The study also examined whether remittance or assistance is been received by the households from the migrants and in this case, 72.3% of the households claimed to receive remittance and 27.7% claimed not to receive remittance from the migrants. This shows that all migrants in the household migrated to further their education and in search of employment, thus migrants may have heterogeneous 
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motives, and their remitting behaviour can be described as altruism or self-interest. Under this assumption of altruism, the likelihood of sending remittance is a function of migrant income (Lucas & Stark 1988; Vanwey 2004). The amount of remittance received by the household is shown in Table 2. and 25.8% of the farming household claimed to receive remittance within the range of ₦30,000-60,000 per annum, 15% of the respondents also receive within the range of ₦70,000-100,000 per annum, 25.8% of the households receive within the range of ₦120,000-200,000 per annum, 4.1% of the farming households receive above ₦200,000 per annum, and 29.2% of the farming households claimed not to receive any remittance from the migrants. In Table 2, this study reveals that out of the 120 household heads interviewed, 50% concluded that rural-urban migration is caused by push factors, 20% agreed that rural-urban migration is caused by pull factors and 30% opined that rural-urban migration is caused by both factors. This congruent with the push and pull factors developed for the understanding of rural-urban migration by Lee (1966), “Push factors” are the circumstances that make people leave home for other areas such as famine, drought, low agricultural productivity; the pull factors are the conditions that attract rural migrants to the urban areas such as better job opportunities and better income opportunities.
Table 2: Levevel of Rural-Urban Migration
	Characteristics
	Frequency (F)
	Percentage (%)

	Household with migrants  
	
	

	Yes
	93          
	77.5

	No
	27
	22.5

	Gender of Migrants
	
	

	Male
	66
	54.7

	Female
	54
	45.3

	Age(Year) at the time of migrants
	
	

	0-9                                                         
	3
	2.2

	10-20        
	65
	54.2

	20andAbove  
	52
	43.6

	Reasons for migration
	
	

	Employment        
	52
	43.1

	Education                           
	42
	35.2

	Marriage                    
	15
	12.5

	Bored of rural life
	6
	4.3

	Joining a relative
	4
	4.1

	Conflicts/Natural disaster
	1
	0.7

	Employment status of migrants before migration
	
	

	Yes
	35
	29.4

	No
	85
	70.6

	Remittance(Naira/Year)
	
	

	30,000- 60,000
	31
	25.8

	70,000- 100,000
	18
	15.0

	120,000- 200,000
	31
	25.8

	>200,000
	5
	4.1

	No remittance
	35
	29.2

	Migration factors
	
	

	Push
	60
	50.0

	Pull
	24
	20.0

	Both
	36
	30.0


Rural-urban migration and assets accumulation

The effect of rural-urban migration on assets accumulation among the farming households in the study area is reflected in Table 3. Household farm Size and number of migrants in the household were statistically significant at 5% level with positive t-values of 2.15 and 2.61 respectively. This simply means that the more the assets accumulated, the bigger the size of farmland used for farming in the study area. This also implies that the higher the number of migrants in the household, the larger the size of assets that are accumulated by the farming household in the study area. In Table 3, the summary of the fitted model is shown. It shows that the multiple determination of (R2) is 0.197 and this implies that 19.7% of the variation in household assets accumulated (Y) is being explained jointly by independent variables, in which only household farm size and number of migrants in the household had a better influence on household assets accumulation; while the R2 may appear low, to a certain degree, but then Lee Barclay (1991), had averred that the coefficient of variation (R2) is, by itself, is a poor measure of goodness-of-fit.
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Table 3:rural-urban migration and assets accumulation
	Variables
	Coefficients 
	Std. Error(SE)
	t-value

	Constant
	635177.34***
	210309.35
	3.02

	Gender of head
	52469.61
	88897.25
	0.59

	farm size(ha)
	199140.73**
	92445.95
	2.15

	Experience (years)
	25152.28
	27034.10
	0.93

	Number of migrants in the household
	68315.42**
	26146.02
	2.61

	Amount of remittance received(Naira/year)
	-0.45
	0.97


	-0.46



	R2
	0.197


	
	


***,** Significant level at 5% and 1% respectively
Conclusion and policy implications

The study shows that most of the farming household heads (73.3%) interviewed in the study area are males while their female counterparts are 26.7%. Also, the majority of the respondents (70.0%) participated in the study are married. The study indicates that almost half of the respondents are not educated while farming is their primary occupation. About 60% of the respondents have over 20 years of farming experience and 1-5 hectares (86.7%) of land are mostly used for farming in the study area. 77.5% of the respondents claimed to have migrants in their household while 54.7% of them were males; the average range (54.2%) was between 10-20 years of age. Just about half of the respondents (50.0%) agreed that the factors most responsible for rural-urban migration are the push factors. 
In determining the effect of rural-urban migration on assets accumulation analytically, it was found that household farm size and numbers of migrants in a household were the most significant factors; both statistically significant at 5% level with positive t-values of 2.15 and 2.61 respectively. To curb or reduce the incessant rural-urban migration in search of “green pasture” or education attainment among the household members interviewed, the study offered the following recommendations based on the research findings:
i) There should be an all-inclusive agricultural programme (like loan, farm inputs provision and good land tenure 
system) by the government and other stakeholders that will reduce over-dependence on remittance from the household members that migrated which was initially encouraged by household head due to his/her expectation of remittance from the migrants to get large farmland size and acquire more assets.
ii) The increased rate of rural-urban migration by the youth might seem good as a source of income diversification for non-migrants but socially but it may prove unsustainable in the long run if the remittance inflow ceases at any point in time. It safer for the government to seek to provide basic amenities as may be found in the urban areas where the youth are trouping to. 
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