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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. In the last decade, Nigeria has enjoyed a stable and sustained growth in a context of 
responsible macroeconomic management, economic stability, democracy, and reform.
Some areas of the country, most particularly Lagos State, have achieved visible and inspiring 
progress in development and service delivery.  Differently from the past, growth has been driven 
by the non-oil sector and internal demand. Agriculture, telecommunications construction and in 
general in services, all contributed to growth and to the creation of several new jobs. The general 
picture that emerges seems particularly conducive to underpin a fast poverty reduction. 

2. Nonetheless, results from household surveys conducted during the same period seem 
to be at odd with this particularly positive growth story: poverty declined only by 2 
percentage points between 2004 and 2010. Poverty seems to have declined faster in the coastal 
South and around the Federal Capital Abuja. Not every state improved. To the contrary, a large 
belt of Eastern states, ranging from the Northern Borno to the Southern Abia, all appear from the 
available data to have experienced a significant increase in poverty. Similar results hold when 
changing the reference welfare measure from consumption per adult equivalent to consumption 
per capita.  

3. Poverty levels may be lower and poverty reduction faster than the official estimates 
suggest. Simulations and sensitivity check confirm this hypothesis and call for additional 
work  to consolidate poverty analysis in Nigeria. An important step in this direction is 
increasing the collaboration with the National Bureau of Statistics regarding data collection and 
data management. Better statistics will enable a more accurate analysis of the transformations the 
country is going through as well as clearer spatial picture. 

4. There are, however, several results from this policy note that seems to stand on solid 
ground. First, the historical disparities between the North and the South (more specifically 
South-West) appear to have remained unchanged. Northern States have traditionally been poorer 
and less urbanized. This gap shows up in these recent data with the exception of the Federal 
Capital Territory of Abuja, which appears to have done very well during the period. These latest 
poverty figures also seem to indicate that within the broadly defined North and South, Western 
States are doing relatively better than Eastern States. Lagos (located in the South West zone), 
Kogi and Kwara (located in the North Central zone in the Western part) and Kebbi (North West) 
have all enjoyed two digits reduction in poverty of, on average, around 30 percent. By 
comparison, States located in the Eastern part of the country registered significant increases in 
poverty. This is valid for the relatively well-off and developed Ebonyi and Enugu States (South 
East) but also for the economically less developed Gombe (North East), Benue and Nassarawa 
(North Central in the Eastern part)
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5. Second, inequality explains part of the limited poverty reduction. When we 
decompose overall poverty changes into the fraction that can be attributable to income growth 
and the share that can be explained by redistribution, we find that increases in inequality wash 
away almost half of the poverty reduction that could be have been gained if there was no 
increase in inequality. In other words, poverty reduction in Nigeria would have been 5
percentage points (rather than the current 2 percentage points) during the period if there was no 
increase in inequality.  In fact, the sub-regional results are partly a tale of how inclusive growth 
has been. The significant poverty reduction in the South West and South South states is because 
growth was accompanied by a reduction in inequality. The North Central states also benefitted 
from growth but the degree of inclusiveness was much more limited.

6. Third, there is evidence of structural changes in the economy. Labor absorption
provides interesting insights. Larger fractions of the working age population have moved out of 
agriculture and joined the self-employed sector. These trends provide the first glimpses of a 
structural transformation in the making and do not accord well with the image of a country with 
stagnating poverty levels. Moreover, during the period between 2004 and 2010, wage 
employment recovered from its previously declining trend and then began to turn upwards. 
Although wage employment starts from a low base, its upward trends is good news for the 
country and indicates private sector recovery since public employment has been frozen for most 
of the years during the period.

7. To make faster progress in poverty reduction, Nigeria needs a game changing 
strategy if substantial progress has to be made in meeting the global goals of reducing 
extreme poverty to 3 percent in 2030. Recent simulations show that in order for Nigeria to 
meet this target, it will have to reduce poverty as fast as some leading countries in the world such 
as Vietnam, China and Brazil. This is not an easy task and will demand game changers in: a) the 
design of the strategy for poverty reduction, including the mix of growth and redistribution; the 
anchors for growth; the role of cities and Lagos in particular, and how to make federalism work 
for all; b) programming - including better methods for identifying the poor, better ways to target 
them and identifying transformative programs, and c) science of delivery. 
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1. GROWTH PATTERNS

1. Over the last decade, Nigeria’s growth rates have been one of the highest in Africa, 
and the world. Since 2003, annual non-oil GDP growth rates have averaged 8 percent, 
ranking it among the three top performers in Sub Saharan Africa. This performance is 
occuring in a context of economic and political reforms characterized by prudent macroeconomic 
management and return to political pluralism. A few areas of the country, most particularly 
Lagos State, have achieved visible and impressive progress in development and services
delivery. Ample oil and gas reserves provide Nigeria with a major opportunity to address 
remaining deficiencies in infrastructure and social services, thereby supporting a takeoff into 
sustained diversified growth.  The economic policy road map for this task is outlined in the 
Vision 20:2020 Strategy and Transformation Agenda of the Government.

2. While Nigeria is currently in an advantageous position for accelerating economic 
development, the country still faces a number of major challenges. Despite the high 
economic growth reported in official statistics, Nigeria has yet to find a formula for translating 
its resource wealth into significant welfare improvements for the population.  With a median age 
of 14 and population growth at close to 3%, the very stability of the country depends on a major 
acceleration in the creation of jobs, opportunities, and basic social services for the population.  
Nigeria’s progress toward the MDGs has been largely disappointing, with indicators in many 
areas resembling those in the poorest countries in Africa.    The civil unrest in January, 2012 
illustrated well the growing frustrations of a large segment of the Nigerian population, as well as 
deep mistrust of Government.  The primary obstacles to development in Nigeria might be placed 
in three main categories:

Very high dependence on oil and inherently volatile oil prices
Infrastructural and institutional deficiencies that hinder the development of the non-
oil economy and job creation
Governance problems, partisan politics, and inadequate statistical information that 
have limited the ability of Nigeria to mobilize its resource wealth for the benefit of 
development and welfare of its citizens. 

3. According to official statistics, the Nigerian economy experienced strong GDP 
growth over the last decade. As illustrated in Figure 1-1, this would imply that the size of the 
Nigerian economy is 170% larger today than at the beginning of the decade.  Reported growth in 
the non-oil economy has been even higher, implying that the Nigerian non-oil economy is now 
240%  higher than a decade ago.  Furthermore, in contrast to the boom-bust cycles of earlier 
years, Nigeria experienced no general macroeconomic crisis over this period, and the pace of 
annual GDP growth never fell below 6%.  Growth in 2012 slowed somewhat relative to the 
recent past, registering a 6.4 percent for the first nine months of the year, as opposed to 7.3
percent in the corresponding period of 2011.  Growth weakened, in particular, in oil, trade, and 
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agriculture. Slower growth in trade and agriculture likely reflects a combination of fallout from 
the national strike in January, higher energy prices (tariffs), poor weather conditions, and 
growing security challenges in some parts of the North. 

Figure 1-1:  Nigeria Real GDP Index (2000=100)

4. The oil sector comprises 40 percent of Nigerian GDP at current prices1, but growth 
in oil has been consistently slower than that of the non-oil economy. With oil production 
having contracted in 2006-09 owing to the troubles in the Delta (except for a short period in 
2010/11), it has been non-oil growth that has driven the economy forward. Growth in oil is 
expected to remain low over the medium term, pending potential investments that could expand 
production significantly in the medium term.  The passing of the expected Petroleum Industry 
Bill could potentially affect this outlook significantly.  
 
5. Despite the contraction in production, oil exports remain predominant in Nigeria (95
percent of all exports). Figure 1-2 compares the Hirschman Herfindall Index (HHI)2, an 
indicator of export diversification that ranges from 0, maximum diversification to 1 minimum 
diversification for 162 countries over two periods, 1990 and 2010. Shown on the graph is the 
45-degree line, which shows countries whose level of export diversification has remained 
unchanged, in the two periods. In addiiton, the dashed lines indicate the mean values in each 
time period. Countries to the right of the 45-degree line worsened their export diversification in 
2010 compared to 1990 while the opposite holds for those who improved. Further, the mean 
values indicate that the level of diversification in the world is generally high (around 0.20) and 
that only few countries show a HHI above 0.4. Nigeria sticks out (Figure 1 upper right hand side, 
circled in red) for having one of the highest HHI  – that is, very little diversification of export -

                                                            
1 The Nigerian Bureau of Statistics gives an official estimate that the oil sector comprises only 15% of GDP.  However, this 

calculation is based on prices from 1990 when the relative price of oil was very low. 
2 Leonardo Garrido (2012) "Sierra Leone: Policies for Export Diversification and Growth". Department for International 

Trade at Sierra Leone. August, 2012.
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even in 1990. Although there were improvements, the degree of economic diversification 
remained very similar to other traditionally “natural resource dependent” African countries such 
as Angola (AGO), Niger (NER) and Zambia (ZMB).

Figure 1-2:  Export Diversification:  Hirschman Herfindahl Index (HHI) in 1990 and 2010   

Source: Authors calculation based on data from Garrido (2012)

6. Non-oil growth has been driven by domestic demand, and therefore concentrated in 
sectors servicing the domestic market. The services sector was the major contributor, in 
particular the dynamic telecommunications and trade sectors, but also construction sector 
performance was robust. The agricultural sector has performed well in recent years, with food 
production increasing steadily. Agriculture is an important contributor to overall economic 
growth, and continues to be the major employer. By contrast manufacturing sector appears to be 
the sector less affected by economic growth, mainly in areas connected to the booming 
construction (EIU, 2013). Other sectors such as textiles are losing competititivenss to Asian 
producers.

7. As trade and agriculture, which are generally labor intensive, comprise 75% of the 
non-oil economy. Good performance in these sectors can be interpreted as positive signals in the 
direction of a more inclusive growth.  Historically, broadly shared growth has been the most 
dependable way of reducing poverty on a large scale, as experiences from East Asia and other 
parts of the world, including some African countries (Rwanda and Uganda) have shown.
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Therefore, it would seem reasonable to expect that the levels and sources of the growth reported 
in Nigeria would have led to substantial poverty reduction.

8. Inflation has been particularly high in Nigeria since 1980, averaging more than 50% 
per year in 1992-95. Persistent shortages of consumer goods resulting from foreign-exchange 
scarcity, high levels of monetary expansion, and periodic sharp increases in the price of 
electricity and petrol all contributed to extremely high rates of inflation. From 2000, following 
the tightening of fiscal and monetary policy and an improvement in the food supply inflation 
started to decrease. 

9. Despite the improvements in comparison to the 90’s, inflation remained at two digits 
level (Figure 1-3) averaging in 2003–2010 around 12%. These persistently high levels of 
inflation were partly a consequence of high levels of government spending and partly caused by
periodic rises in food and domestic fuel prices. During the Harmonized Nigeria Living Standard 
Surveys (HNLSS) 2010 survey period -November 2009 to October 2010- inflation remained 
around 15% with significant variations across the country. In 2010, compared to other 
neighboring and oil exporting countries, Nigerian inflation remained particularly high: the 
second highest in the group just after Angola (IMF, 2010). The most important consequence for 
our analysis of poverty is the high vulnerability of Nigerian consumers to inflation, in particular 
those living in urban areas. The persistent high level of inflation registered during the last decade 
has eroded their purchasing power and likely reduced the positive benefits coming from growth. 

Figure 1-3:  Inflation – composite all items (%)

Source: National Bureau of Statistics

10. Although Nigeria has made good progress on many socioeconomic indices, many of 
the MDGs may not be met by the target year of 2015. For example, while the target for infant 
mortality is set at 30.3 per 1,000 live births and under-five mortality at 63.7 per 1,000 live births
(WB, 2011), Nigeria is far from reaching them (see Table 1-1). These targets are in sharp 
contrast to actual estimates of these indicators, which according to Demographic Household 
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Survey (DHS) 2003 were respectively 75 and 157 per 1,000 live births. Furthermore, in 
practically every indicator shown-, except literacy-, as we will discuss further in the note, the 
national level data hide a very mixed picture within the Federation. Indicators by geo-political 
regions (see Appendix Table 7-1 and Figure 7-1) reveal that many of the States in the North East 
and North West lag far behind on many of the health and education MDGs. Indeed, most of the 
estimated progress is mostly concentrated in Southern areas and around the Federal Capital 
Abuja. 

Table 1-1:  Key MDG Indicators in 2010: Nigeria and Selected Developing Countries in Africa

Source: World Development Indicators (WDI) 2012

11. In summary, Nigeria has experienced robust economic growth in the last decade and 
more importantly and differently from the past, non-oil sector has contributed 
substantially to the good performance. The non-oil growth has been driven by domestic 
demand, and therefore concentrated in sectors servicing the domestic market. In particular, 
agriculture together with telecommunications, housing/construction and commerce witnessed 
fast growth and creation of new jobs. The key difference from the past, when Nigeria’s 
performance had been described as “jobless growth”, is the promise of the emerging footprints of 
an economic transformation: creation of new private sector jobs, decline in the oil sector and fast 
emergence of a buoyant service economy. All these elements put together suggest that, in the last 
years, the economic environment in Nigeria could have been particularly favorable for spurring 
poverty reduction.   

2. HOUSEHOLD SURVEYS 2004 AND 2010

12. The use of the household surveys for the measurement and analysis of poverty and 
inequality is crucial to understand living conditions in a country as well as factors 
determining the characteristics of the poor.  Increasingly, surveys have become a powerful
tool for poverty and distributional analysis as the outcomes of the analysis are used to inform 
policy making, designing appropriate interventions and for assessing effectiveness of on-going 

Adjusted net 
enrollment 

rate, 
primary

Literacy 
rate, youth 

(total)

Mortality 
rate,       

under-5

Mortality 
rate,        

infant

Mortality 
rate,        

adult female

Maternal 
mortality 

ratio

Births 
attended by 

skilled 
health staff

Nigeria 57.6       72.1       129.2       80.8       364.7       630.0       38.9       

Algeria 97.3       91.8       31.3       26.9       101.8       97.0       95.2       

Ghana 77.0       80.8       79.6       53.0       225.1       350.0       57.1       

Kenya 84.0       92.8       76.1       50.1       358.3       360.0       43.8       

South Africa 90.3       97.6       52.6       35.5       560.4       300.0       -

Sub-Saharan Africa 76.2       71.7       112.5       71.4       347.8       500.0       46.1       
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policies and strategies. Furthermore, these analyses can evaluate the impact of specific policies 
implemented by the government on the poor. 

13. This policy note will focus on the poverty trends in Nigeria using the National Living 
Standard Survey (NLSS) 2004 and Harmonized Nigeria Living Standard Survey (HNLSS) 
2010 only. Nigerian Bureau of Statistics (NBS) had collected data from households through a 
series of National Consumer Surveys (NCS) between 1980 and 1996, after which it began to 
implement the Nigeria Living Standard Surveys (NLSS) starting in 2004.  NCS and HNLSS
appear to be relatively different surveys and there is a high probability that the data, especially 
poverty data, derived from both will not be comparable.  Furthermore, details of the NCS 
(sample design, coverage, etc.) are currently unclear and establishing a trend with HNLSS will 
be time consuming and likely remain inconclusive.  For instance, administrative changes will 
probably make state level trends difficult to recreate. To avoid these problems, the review will 
focus on the 2004 and 2010 surveys.

14. NLSS 2004 and HNLSS 2010 were large surveys. These surveys contain multiple 
modules, including demographic variables, households’ experience with service delivery 
(education, health, water and sanitation, etc.), agricultural production, household enterprises, 
sources of income and many others.  The NLSS/HNLSS surveys have become the surveys of 
choice for monitoring poverty in Nigeria because unlike other surveys (e.g. DHS, General 
Household Surveys prior to 2010), they collect detailed consumption data.  In the 2003/04 
survey, 19,158 households were surveyed, and data was collected on consumption. By 
comparison, HNLSS 2010 had a total sample of 73,280 households, half of whom provided 
consumption data. 

Table 2-1:  Sample Size

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10 

15. Local Government Area (LGA) was the reporting domain for sample design. In the 
HNLSS 2010 the sampling frame, which included all 774 LGAs in the country, was constructed 
into replicates. Each LGA had 3 replicates and from each replicate 10 Enumeration Areas (EAs) 
were serially coded 1-10 on the basis of the EAs demarcated by the National Population 
Commission using the 2006 census.  Sample design had two stages. First EAs were selected and 
then a complete listing of housing units and households in the selected EAs was undertaken.  In 
the second stage, 10 households were selected in each EA.  Effectively, 10 EAs were selected in 

National 18,930 73,287          33,775          

Rural 14,395 76.0 53,260          72.7 24,799          73.4

Urban 4,535 24.0 20,027          27.3 8,976          26.6

HNLSS 2009-10

Part A
Overall effective sample 

with Part A and Part B

NLSS 2003-04
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each LGA and 10 households in each chosen EA were randomly drawn.  This means that about 
100 households in each LGA were selected and half of them (about 38, 700) were asked to report 
on their consumption, in addition to all the other modules. The other half answered questions on 
other modules only.  In 2004, a similar sample design was followed but all the 19,158 
households answered questions on all modules.

16. By design consumption was to be collected through a diary, meaning that households 
keep a daily record of their purchases for a month. The enumerators from the NBS visited the 
households multiple times in the month on a regular basis. During each visit they collected the 
recorded purchases up to the time of the visit. Subsequent visits then record purchases since the 
last visit and this continues until the last visit.  From the questionnaires, the households in 2004 
were visited 7 times (the first time to drop the questionnaire and then 6 times to collect 
expenditures) within a month.  In 2010, the equivalent was 5 visits.  Again, the first was to drop 
off the questionnaire and then, 4 visits thereafter, to collect expenditures reported in the diary.
For literate respondents in the households who dutifully completed their diaries this does not 
create a problem.  The enumerators would transcribe the purchases into a questionnaire. So 
whether the enumerators went back every 4 days or 7 days may not make much of a difference.  
However, for illiterate respondents and for the literate who do not fill their diaries until visited, 
this is potentially a big problem. Effectively, it is a change in the period households are being 
asked to remember their consumption. 

17. In 2004 this would be equivalent to asking households to remember consumption 
they had in the past 4-5 days, while in the 2010 survey it would be every 7 days. These may 
seem like small differences, but they have been found to lead to differences in consumption 
reported.  In this case, there would be potential under reporting of consumption in 2010.  This is 
an important issue to keep in mind as we proceed with the diagnostic data and analysis. In 
particular, without further adjustments, the consumption aggregates may not be comparable.   
Neither, therefore, in this case would the poverty rates be comparable (again without further 
adjustment).  This is especially serious because the bulk of the reported consumption - food, own 
consumption and frequent non-food (which is more than 70 percent of total consumption) -
appears to be affected by this change of recall period.

3. POVERTY PROFILE

18. The general economic picture emerging from our brief analysis seems particularly 
conducive to fast poverty reduction. Differently from the past, high GDP growth is occuring 
in a context of political pluralism and prudent macroeconomic management. Also, growth seems 
to be driven by the non-oil sector; within non-oil trade and agriculture, traditionally labor 
intensive sectors, are having the lion’s share. All these elements combined, indicate that Nigeria 
can potentially benefit from a more inclusive growth than in the past. In the last decade, it would 
seem reasonable to expect, poverty should have fallen substantially. Nonetheless, a comparison 
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between 2004 and 2010 surveys shows just a modest reduction in poverty, 2 percentage points or 
an average 0.3 percent per year.   

19. As we will discuss in this section, the national level figure synthesizes very diverse
geographical dynamics. Overall, Nigerian States grew at different speeds and with a different 
degree of inclusiveness. For example, South Western States such as Lagos enjoyed a relatively 
inclusive growth that translated in the fastest poverty reduction in the country. North Central 
States also benefitted from growth but the degree of inclusiveness was much more limited; the
increase of poverty of Eastern States is predominantly explained by a severe worsening of 
inequality.

20. This highly dis-homogenous performance seems to accentuate an already existing 
gap. Increasing inequality, thus, is looked as a potential culprit for the limited poverty 
reduction. By means of a simple poverty and inequality decomposition it is assessed its negative 
impact on poverty. Finally, the last part of this section investigates the extent to which the results 
presented are consistent with alternative sources of information. It discusses some of the most 
common correlates of poverty and provides a preliminary check on the robustness of poverty 
headcount both at univariate and multivariate level. 

EVOLUTION OF POVERTY 

21. Table 3-1 shows the poverty estimates using the adult equivalent welfare measures
(see appendix I) and absolute poverty lines of 28,830 and 53,674 Naira per year for 2004 
and 2010, respectively. The national poverty headcount declined from 48 percent in 2004 to 46
percent in 2010. The poverty gap and severity of poverty also declined modestly. The 
comparison between urban and rural areas3 shows that poverty declined in rural areas as fast as 
urban, although starting from a much higher level. Rural poverty declined from 57 percent to 
about 53 percent, or nearly 4 percentage points drop.  In the same period, urban poverty declined 
from around 38 to almost 34 percent, implying a 4 percentage points decline in urban poverty 
during the period. 

                                                            
3 The definition of urban rural areas is problematic in the Nigerian case. Current urban rural division is based on 1991 

definition and has not been updated since then. Several rural areas have become urban areas since their population density 
increased. Also,  between 2004 and 2010 the share of urban and rural areas varied substantially, with an anomalous increase 
of rural areas of 8 points from 56% in 2004 to 64%; this is why the national variation of poverty of 2% doesn’t look like, 
from a quick glance, coming out from a variation in of 4% in urban and 4% in rural areas, yet taking into account the 
variations in weights this becomes possible. Urban/rural results, thus, need to be always interpreted bearing in mind this 
caveat.  
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Table 3-1:  Poverty Estimates 2004 and 2010

 Poverty Headcount Variation Poverty Gap Poverty Severity 
 2003/04 2009/10  2003/04 2009/10 2003/04 2009/10 
National  48 46 2 18 17 9 9 
Rural 57 53 4 22 20 11 10 
Urban  38 34 4 14 12 7 6 
North Central   58 49 9 26 18 15 9 
North East  59 60 -1 22 24 11 13 
North West  56 58 -2 20 23 10 12 
South East  29 39 -10 9 14 4 7 
South South  43 38 5 15 13 7 6 
South West  41 31 10 16 9 8 4 
Abia 26 31 -5 8 9 4 4 

Adamawa 62 65 -3 26 29 14 17 
Akwa Ibom 39 35 4 14 12 7 6 
Anambra 23 30 -7 6 8 2 3 

Bauchi 76 66 10 29 25 15 13 

Bayelsa 28 29 -1 10 7 5 3 

Benue 45 62 -17 14 26 7 14 

Borno 41 44 -3 13 12 6 5 

Cross-river 49 43 6 18 17 9 9 

Delta 56 42 14 19 16 9 8 

Ebonyi 43 71 -28 15 34 7 20 

Edo 38 43 -5 13 15 5 7 

Ekiti 40 40 0 14 14 6 7 

Enugu 32 48 -16 9 18 4 9 

Gombe 56 74 -18 21 37 10 22 

Imo 29 29 0 10 8 5 4 

Jigawa 87 78 9 43 40 25 25 

Kaduna 36 47 -11 9 15 4 7 

Kano 41 56 -15 13 23 5 12 

Katsina 54 58 4 17 19 7 9 

Kebbi 77 49 28 30 16 15 7 

Kogi 88 54 34 55 21 38 11 

Kwara 84 53 31 48 18 31 8 

Lagos 59 23 36 29 5 17 1 

Nassarawa 46 56 -10 14 19 6 9 

Niger 47 29 18 15 9 7 4 

Ogun 32 41 -9 11 15 5 7 

Ondo 46 41 5 15 14 7 7 

Osun 29 23 6 8 7 3 3 

Oyo 21 29 -8 5 9 2 4 

Plateau 49 54 -5 19 21 10 11 

Rivers 40 31 9 14 10 7 5 
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 Poverty Headcount Variation Poverty Gap Poverty Severity 
 2003/04 2009/10  2003/04 2009/10 2003/04 2009/10 
Sokoto 62 71 -9 22 29 11 15 

Taraba 44 48 -4 14 16 6 7 

Yobe 71 68 3 27 30 14 17 

Zamfara 67 51 16 26 17 13 8 

FCT Abuja 35 31 4 13 9 6 3 

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10 

22. Striking differences are detectable both at zone and state level. States such as Lagos 
(located in the South West area), Kogi and Kwara (located in the North Central area) and Kebbi 
(North West) face two digits poverty reduction with a drop around 30 percent. By contrast, 
States located in the Eastern part of the country register a significant increase of poverty. This is 
valid for the relatively well-off and developed Ebonyi and Enugu States but also for the 
economically less developed Gombe and Kano. 

23. The general picture seems a combination of two geographical patterns; the 
traditional division between North and South intertwines with a new East-West dynamic. 
Northern States are traditionally poorer and less urbanized while most important economic 
activities are located in the South. Poverty figures seem to show that within North and South, 
Western States are doing relatively better than Eastern States. Lagos (located in the South West 
zone), Kogi and Kwara (located in the North Central zone in the Western part) and Kebbi (North 
West) face two digits poverty reduction with a drop around 30 percent. By comparison, States
located in the Eastern part of the country register a significant increase of poverty. This is valid 
for the relatively well-off and developed Ebonyi and Enugu States (South East) but also for the 
economically less developed Gombe (North East), Benue and Nassarawa (North Central in the 
Eastern part).

24. Figure 3-1 plots poverty data into maps and compare poverty headcounts between 
the two survey rounds.  Three important trends emerge from a closer look at the geographic 
distribution of the poor. First, in Northern areas poverty figures remain extremely high: on 
average above 50 percent and in some cases above 70 percent with a tendency to stagnation. 
Second, North Central area is doing particularly well in its Eastern part and in the Capital Abuja 
but is worsening in the East.  In some States poverty in 2010 went well above 50 percent.
Finally, the picture in the South is very dis-homogenous. On average, this area is performing 
better since most of the important economic activities are located there and the level of 
urbanization is higher.  However, the large swings in poverty outcomes between 2004 and 2010 
call for further data investigation.
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Figure 3-1: Maps with Poverty Estimates 2004 and 2010

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10 

25. For example, in 2004 Lagos had a poverty headcount of about 60% and looked a 
relatively poor area. In 2010 poverty suddenly dropped by 34 points; this made Lagos the least 
poor state in the country. This relative position of Lagos is more consistent with information 
from non-monetary indicators; all of them indicate that Lagos has always been one of the richest
States in the country (see Figure 3.4, for example). Hence, it seems that in 2004 poverty in Lagos 
was severely overestimated and the ‘real’ poverty value has likely been close to that registered in 
2010. An opposite dynamic seems to affect Ebonyi, a relatively well-off state that in 2010 
becomes as poor as Northern States. To our knowledge, no relevant shock in the state seems to 
justify such a rapid surge in poverty (-28).

26. Figure 3-2 and Figure 3-3 show the potential insights that can be gained by looking at 
the entire distribution of real consumption. In the graphs, horizontal axis represents 
consumption (in adult equivalent) measured as a percentage of the poverty line. The vertical axis 
represents the share of the population. Each point on the distribution function shows a pair of 
population share and consumption to poverty line ratio, but is easier to read as the share of the 
population with consumption level at the given percent of the poverty line.  The poverty levels in 
each of the two survey years can be read from the distribution functions at the point where the 
function crosses the vertical line that indicates 100 percent of the poverty line. The distribution 
can also be compared in welfare terms: any distribution appearing to the right of another is 
statistically dominant and can be considered a welfare improvement.  
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Figure 3-2:  Cumulative Distribution of Poverty:  National Urban and Rural Areas in 2004 and 2010

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10 

27. At national level, improvements are visible only around the poverty line and above it. 
The 2010 and 2004 curves almost overlap in the lowest percentile of the distribution while the 
gap increases the more consumption increases. This already suggests one of the important 
developments in the period, notably the increasing inequality. Rural and urban curves confirm 
the national pattern and also show a significant divergence between the two periods starting from 
the poverty line values onwards. When comparing rural and urban distributions, we find that 
urban distribution dominates rural one: in both years urban curves lie to the right of rural ones. 
However there are few signs of catching up. In 2010 rural distribution for high levels of 
consumption - top 30 percent of population - moves faster to the right than the correspondent 
curve for urban areas. 

28. Figure 3-3 shows cumulative distributions for the North Eastern and North Western 
zones (second and third graph from the top left) overlap in the two periods. No significant 
improvement occurs along the consumption distribution (see also Table 3-1). The South East 
(first graph from the bottom left), as already evidenced by the increased poverty rates in Ebonyi
and Enugu, experienced a dramatic reversal: household consumption in 2010 as percentage of 
the poverty line is inferior to that of 2004 for about 80 percent of the population. In this case, it is 
very difficult to disentangle potential data problem from the truly bad performance of the zone. 
Non-monetary indicators do not indicate such a sharp decline in well-being, although these 
normally move slower than consumption and they might not yet reflect a sudden shock. 
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Likewise, no other economic indicator suggests such a bad performance of the area. Therefore, 
in this zone results should be considered with caution. 

29. North Central and South West (first from top left and second from bottom left) 
register a rather evenly distributed growth. Consumption increases both above and below the 
poverty line and this clearly translates into fast poverty reduction. Less egalitarian is the 
performance of the South-South zone (third from bottom left), the oil producing area. Top 
percentiles of distribution grew faster than the poorest and, in the lowest percentile, there is 
hardly any change; only around the poverty line does the 2010 curve show some improvements 
compared to previous round. 

30. These preliminary finding indicate a rather strong geographical disparity in poverty 
reduction that does not necessarily follows the traditional North-South divide. For example 
North Central zone is doing particularly well whereas, with all the caveats mentioned, South East 
seems to worsen. The other zones’ performance conforms to prior expectations although there 
are clearly large swings in trends, in particular in the South that requires further investigation.
The most striking is the case of the neighboring Ogun and Lagos. Lagos reduces poverty by 
about 34 percent while Ogun faces an increase of more than 7 percent.



14 
 

Figure 3-3:  Cumulative Distribution of Poverty:  Geographical Zones in 2004 and 2010

  
Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10 

 
31. Given the importance of the spatial dimension in poverty outcomes, we tested the 
robustness of poverty figures by comparing their spatial distribution with other correlates 
of poverty. Results appear in Figure 3-4 and Figure 3-5. In Figure 3-4 we used measures of poor 
nutrition measured as the ratio of weight for age and stunting measured as height for age for kids 
below 5 and compared their spatial distribution to that of poverty.  Anthropometric indicators are 
computed from DHS 2003 and 2008 and averaged at zone level4.

32. In both years graphs show a similar spatial pattern5. Northern geopolitical zones tend 
to have higher percentages of underweight kids than Southern zones and among Northern 
regions, the North Central zone is the best performer. In Southern zones, the picture seems to 
depict a situation that is different from what we saw with consumption. Specifically, the South 
East does not seem to perform badly. In both years, this zone shows the lowest shares of 
malnutrition and stunting in the country, which reinforces our suspicion that the deteriorating 
poverty levels are probably due to consumption data quality problems. In South-South and South 

                                                            
4 DHS surveys are stratified by zones and not representative at state level.
5 Linear correlation is positive and significant at 5% in 2010 and positive and significant at 10% in 2004    
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West the three measure move in parallel: poverty and under nutrition decline while in both cases 
stunting, without apparent explanation, increases6.

Figure 3-4:  Poverty Undernutrition and Stunting:  Geographical Zones in 2004 and 2010

 
Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04, HNLSS 2009/10 and DHS 2003 and 2008 

33. Finally, poverty rates are compared at state level to a wealth index computed using 
information contained in NLSS 2004 and HNLSS 2010 on housing and durable items 
owned by households7. The rationale to compare poverty with this index is that this latter 
captures the welfare permanent dimension and is, thus, less prone to temporary variations. 
Therefore, its spatial distribution should more accurately reflect the welfare distribution 
throughout the country. Poverty and wealth index are negatively and significantly correlated and 
their spatial distribution shows important similarities. 

 

                                                            
6 In the DHS report there is no explanation abaout this strange perfomance of stunting in these two zones. 
7 With this asset index, suggested by Filmer and Pritchett (2001), principal-components analysis is used to calculate the 

weights of the index. The first principal component, the linear combination capturing the greatest variation among the set of 
variables, can be converted into factor scores, which serve as weights.
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Figure 3-5:  Wealth Index Maps in 2004 and 2010

 
Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10  

34. The wealth index, which is constructed on items less prone to measurement error 
(visible housing conditions, presence of certain items in the house and so forth) is generally 
more accurate in ranking households. In our specific case, the comparison with poverty can 
help to pinpoint areas where consumption might have been wrongly measured. The maps 
illustrate two clear examples: Lagos and Niger States. Lagos, according to the wealth index was 
the richest State in 2004 and remains the richest 6 years later. Hence, the sudden decrease of 
poverty is likely the result of severe underestimation of consumption in 2004. Poverty may 
certainly have decreased but it was probably unlikely to have been as high as the 2004 rates 
appear to indicate. Niger shows the opposite. The fast decline of poverty (-15 percent) looks odd 
when compared to the performance of the wealth index and to the performance of all the other 
bordering States (except for Abuja).  

35. To conclude this section, the evolution of poverty shows that (a) when a consistent 
consumption measure (for instance, per adult equivalent consumption) is used in both 2004 
and 2010, and (b) the absolute poverty line is computed using the well-established cost of 
basic needs approach and updated with CPI over time, the poverty trends in Nigeria show 
a small decline – in the order of 2 percentage points - between 2004 and 2010.  Poverty 
declined faster in the North Central, South South and South West zones compared to the North 
West and North East. Finally, there was substantial variation across States in the pace of poverty 
reduction. While some States experienced much larger poverty reduction, others experienced 
stagnation and in a couple of cases, even a sharp increase. Although we use per adult equivalent 
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consumption to reach these conclusions, the message will be the same if one were to use per 
capita consumption. In that case, national headcount poverty using the per capita measure 
declines from around 64 to 62 percent between 2004 and 2010. 

EVOLUTION OF INEQUALITY

36. The lack of a faster reduction in poverty despite a significant growth in GDP may be 
due to an increase in inequality. The three aspects are part of an ‘Iron triangle’ (Bourgignon,
2004). If real per capita private consumption has grown and poverty rates have remained 
constant, one expects an increase in inequality. By contrast if poverty rates have remained 
constant and inequality has not increased, then one expects essentially zero growth in real private 
consumption per capita.

37. The poverty trends discussed in the previous section already suggest an increase in 
inequality. There was good performance in poverty reduction in certain Southern States, but the 
pace of poverty reduction in many Northern States was not as large.  This is likely to have 
accentuated an already existing gap. Further, growth experienced in the last decade tended to be 
concentrated mainly in the Southern part of the country. The expansion in the non-oil sector
mainly took place in the South and around Abuja, reaching less the rest of the country.   

38. The pattern of poverty trends suggests an increase in inequality that could have 
offset the poverty-reducing benefits from sustained growth. The most widely used inequality 
indicator, the Gini index, increased from 39 to 41 percent, a jump of 3 percentage points (Table 
3-2) – equivalent to about 8 percent increase in inequality in 6 years. Other inequality indices are 
consistent in indicating an increase of inequality both at national but also at urban and rural level. 
Although this increase can potentially explain the combination of fast growth and limited 
poverty reduction, it is difficult to believe that the magnitude of the inequality increase is not 
responsive to problems in the data. Certain variations look too big to be realistic. When looking 
at the geopolitical  zones, the Gini increases in North East and South East of about 7 and 6 points
or  around 20 percent in just 6 years. The situation is even more puzzling when one looks at State 
level. Yobe, Taraba, Gombe located in North East or Federal Capital Abuja experience a rise of 
inequality of more than 30 percent. By contrast, good performing States such as Lagos or Kwara 
(North Central) see massive variations of opposite signs. 
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Table 3-2:  Inequality Estimates 2004 and 2010

Gini index Diff. GE(0) GE(1) GE(2) GE(0) GE(1) GE(2)

2004 2010 2004 2010

National 0.39 0.41 0.03 0.26 0.27 0.41 0.29 0.31 0.54

Urban 0.38 0.40 0.03 0.25 0.25 0.37 0.28 0.30 0.46

Rural 0.38 0.41 0.04 0.24 0.26 0.41 0.28 0.30 0.57

North Central 0.42 0.42 0.00 0.31 0.31 0.53 0.30 0.34 0.55

North East 0.36 0.43 0.06 0.22 0.23 0.31 0.31 0.40 1.38

North West 0.37 0.40 0.03 0.22 0.23 0.33 0.27 0.29 0.44

South East 0.35 0.40 0.06 0.21 0.22 0.36 0.27 0.27 0.38

South South 0.38 0.41 0.03 0.24 0.26 0.45 0.28 0.30 0.48

South West 0.39 0.37 -0.01 0.26 0.27 0.38 0.24 0.25 0.36

Abia 0.32 0.37 0.05 0.18 0.17 0.20 0.23 0.24 0.31

Adamawa 0.40 0.43 0.02 0.27 0.30 0.47 0.32 0.38 1.03

Akwa Ibom 0.34 0.42 0.08 0.21 0.19 0.22 0.31 0.33 0.51

Anambra 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.23 0.17 0.19 0.26

Bauchi 0.32 0.33 0.01 0.17 0.20 0.27 0.18 0.20 0.28

Bayelsa 0.33 0.32 -0.01 0.20 0.18 0.20 0.17 0.17 0.21

Benue 0.38 0.39 0.02 0.25 0.29 0.65 0.26 0.27 0.38

Borno 0.33 0.38 0.04 0.18 0.18 0.22 0.23 0.25 0.34

Cross-river 0.39 0.44 0.04 0.26 0.27 0.37 0.33 0.35 0.55

Delta 0.34 0.42 0.09 0.18 0.19 0.23 0.30 0.30 0.42

Ebonyi 0.36 0.41 0.05 0.23 0.24 0.34 0.28 0.30 0.42

Edo 0.40 0.41 0.01 0.27 0.34 0.86 0.28 0.33 0.54

Ekiti 0.35 0.46 0.11 0.20 0.21 0.27 0.36 0.42 0.80

Enugu 0.36 0.41 0.05 0.22 0.23 0.33 0.29 0.31 0.57

Gombe 0.36 0.43 0.08 0.21 0.22 0.27 0.31 0.33 0.44

Imo 0.38 0.39 0.00 0.26 0.29 0.64 0.25 0.25 0.32

Jigawa 0.32 0.43 0.10 0.17 0.19 0.28 0.31 0.34 0.60

Kaduna 0.33 0.37 0.05 0.18 0.19 0.27 0.23 0.25 0.37

Kano 0.33 0.45 0.12 0.18 0.19 0.28 0.35 0.36 0.52

Katsina 0.38 0.33 -0.05 0.23 0.25 0.36 0.18 0.21 0.37

Kebbi 0.29 0.32 0.04 0.13 0.14 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.28

Kogi 0.43 0.39 -0.04 0.30 0.34 0.57 0.26 0.28 0.40

Kwara 0.40 0.34 -0.08 0.30 0.32 0.47 0.19 0.21 0.30

Lagos 0.45 0.34 -0.10 0.34 0.35 0.51 0.19 0.21 0.28

Nassarawa 0.32 0.31 0.00 0.17 0.19 0.32 0.16 0.18 0.24

Niger 0.34 0.35 0.01 0.19 0.20 0.26 0.21 0.22 0.30

Ogun 0.39 0.38 -0.01 0.25 0.28 0.42 0.25 0.26 0.39

Ondo 0.31 0.37 0.06 0.17 0.16 0.19 0.24 0.24 0.30
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Gini index Diff. GE(0) GE(1) GE(2) GE(0) GE(1) GE(2)

2004 2010 2004 2010

Osun 0.33 0.38 0.05 0.19 0.21 0.34 0.24 0.24 0.32

Oyo 0.32 0.34 0.02 0.18 0.19 0.28 0.20 0.20 0.27

Plateau 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.25 0.26 0.38 0.27 0.26 0.36

Rivers 0.40 0.39 -0.01 0.27 0.29 0.44 0.26 0.28 0.50

Sokoto 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.17 0.17 0.21 0.18 0.19 0.26

Taraba 0.34 0.49 0.15 0.19 0.21 0.27 0.41 0.68 3.36

Yobe 0.30 0.47 0.17 0.16 0.15 0.17 0.39 0.55 2.05

Zamfara 0.33 0.32 -0.01 0.18 0.19 0.25 0.17 0.18 0.25

FCT Abuja 0.40 0.52 0.12 0.28 0.27 0.33 0.48 0.46 0.59

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10
 
39. Figure 3-6 and Figure 3-7 complement the Gini measure of inequality by looking at
the distribution of national quintiles across the federation. Put simply this can be viewed as 
spatial concentration of the richest and the poorest populations across rural and urban areas as 
well as by different geopolitical zones. Compared to 2004 the urban rural divide does not seem 
particularly different. For example, looking at the first quintile, the percentage of individuals 
living in rural and urban areas stays similar between 2004 and 2010. Similarly, at the top end of 
the distribution, the share of household belonging to the fifth quintile living in urban areas is 25
percent in 2004 and 24 percent in 2010, not a significant variation indeed.  We observe small 
changes in the middle quintiles, with rural areas increasing their share and urban slightly 
decreasing, which is in line with the relative improvement of rural areas discussed in previous 
section. 

Figure 3-6:  National Quintiles Distribution by Urban and Rural Areas in  2004 and 2010

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10
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40. The location of the rich and the poor changes substantially when looking at the 
geographic zones (see Figure 3-7). From 2004 to 2010 South Western area has halved its share 
of the first quintile while witnessing a rapid expansion of higher quintiles. In 2010 the share of 
population living in South West that belongs to the 5th quintile of consumption distribution rose 
to 30 percent from 24 percent in 2004. The fraction of the South-South population in the upper 
quintiles also rose although the reduction in the share of the poorest quintile is less striking than 
the South West.  Finally, North Central, another good performer also sees a reduction in the 
share of the poorest quintile living there and an increase in the share of population in the second 
and third quintiles, an improvement that is likely driven by the performance of Abuja. 

Figure 3-7:  National quintiles distribution bygeographical zones  in  2004 and 2010

 
Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10

41. The North East and North West zones appear to be underperforming relative to the 
rest of the country. The percentage of poorest quintile increases relative to all the other 
quintiles. For example, while in 2004 the fraction of the richest quintile in the North Western 
residents was about 16 percent of the zonal population, this share falls to around 10 percent in 
2010. Finally, the South East seems to suffer welfare losses as well. Although in 2004 this zone 
had the highest share of the zonal population in the richest quintile in the country, by 2010 its 
share has fallen lower than South-South and South West.

42. A decomposition of the changes in poverty between 2004 and 2010 shows that the rise 
in inequality wiped out almost half of the drop in poverty that could have been realized by 
income growth. To identify how much of the changes in poverty we can attribute to income 
growth and to inequality, we first assume that all the change is due to income growth and 
inequality remained the same. Alternatively, we assume that all the change is due to changes in 
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income redistribution and no growth in incomes.   For this exercise, we use the Shapley’s value 
decomposition (Kolenikov and Shorrocks, 2003) a non-parametric procedure that decomposes 
poverty reduction into its growth and inequality component without any unexplained residual. 
Table 3-3 shows results for national, urban and rural areas and for geographical zones.

Table 3-3:  Poverty Decomposition, Shapley’s Value
Overall 
change in 
Poverty 

National Rural Urban North 
Central

North 
East

North 
West

South 
East

South 
South

South 
West

Poverty 
Variation -2 -4 -4 -9 1 2 10 -5 -10

Growth 
Contribution -5 -7 -7 -13 -4 1 4 -9 -10

Inequality 
Contribution 3 3 3 4 5 1 6 4 0

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10
 
43. The results confirm our hypothesis that the increase in inequality has undermined 
faster poverty reduction. For example at national level, holding inequality constant at 2004 
value (Table 3-3, column 2) growth would have contributed to a poverty reduction of 5
percentage points, which would have implied a national  poverty rate of about 43 percent. The 
increase in inequality between the two surveys was able to reverse 3 percentage points of 
poverty reduction. 

44. The decomposition for geopolitical zones confirms the important role that inequality 
played in the marginal levels of poverty reduction.  For example the South West, was able to 
translate almost all the poverty reduction from income growth because inequality stayed put. By 
comparison, poverty in North East attributable to income growth was as high as that registered at 
the federation level, but the region witnessed a higher than federation level inequality growth, so 
that there was hardly any poverty reduction.  Similarly, the disappointing results of South East
can be explained by the sharp increase in inequality, which was the highest in the federation, and 
also a decline in income growth. The situation in the North West is simply one of stagnation, 
characterized by limited growth but also limited increase of inequality.  

45. Given the important role played by inequality, it is worth focusing on its 
characteristics. The divide between Coastal States and Abuja on one side and the rest of the 
country seems a structural problem of the country. In other words, the differences in 
consumption reflect a much broader divide in educational outcomes, health care provision and in 
general economic opportunities; this gap seems difficult to reduce unless the country goes 
through a radical game change that inverts the trend. 

46. In Figure 3-8, Figure 3-9 and Figure 3-10 are presented state levels maps of some 
selected socio- economic indicators computed using HNLSS 2010. These indicators change 
very slowly, therefore, the present situation is not substantially different from the situation in the 
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last decade8. Figure 3-8 plots past school attendance of males and females in labor force age. In 
Southern States and Abuja those with at least some education are generally above 60 percent, for 
both men and women. The picture worsens moving towards North, in particular for women. In 
all states around and above Abuja, the percentage of women with some education falls below 
50%. At the extreme, in North Western States such as Sokoto, Kebbi, Zamfara, Katsina, Jigawa 
the percentage falls below 20 percent: less than 20 percent of local women have any sort of 
education. 

47. For men, the situation is similar but less dramatic. In some North Central States 
surrounding Abuja the percentages are similar to the South. When moving to the North 
West or North East geographical zones the percentages drastically drop: in these areas less than 
50 percent of men have any sort of education. It is important to mention one point regarding 
these data. These capture the outcomes of past education: men and women that should have 
started school 9/8 years before. Recent educational outcomes - children currently going to 
school- indicate some improvements and a reduction in the gender bias. However, the key point 
to focus on is that, given this background, the country needs a much bigger effort to correct the 
imbalances. This implies investing more in education; improve quality but also target specific 
geographical areas that in the past have not received sufficient attention.  

Figure 3-8:  Labor force that attended school: males and females in 2010

    Source: Authors calculations based on HNLSS 2009/10
 

 

                                                            
8 A cursory overview of 2004 data, not reported because the indicators are not fully comparable, indicates that the general 

picture has not varied.
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48. Figure 3-9 confirms the big disparities between North and South when looking at 
healthcare indicators. In the South and in certain North Central States (Figure 3-9, left graph)
about 70-80 percent of children between 0 and 5 years age received at least one the four key 
vaccinations - measles, polio, BCG9 and DPT10. The percentage falls below 50% in Borno,
Kebbi and Zamfara. Whereas the vaccination coverage seems high, when looking at an indicator 
of vaccination quality, notably the possession of a vaccination booklet that shows the type of 
vaccination effectuated, percentages drop and the North/South divide increases further. In 
practically all Northern States (North West, North East and North Central) with the exception of 
Abuja and Plateau, the vaccination booklet is available for less than 30 percent of children 
between 0 and 5. In Southern States the percentage is between 40 and 50 percent.  

Figure 3-9: Vaccination coverage:  Children between 0-5 years age in 2010

    Source: Authors calculations based on HNLSS 2009/10
 

49. Also women condition indicators suggest some striking North/South disparities
(Figure 3-10).  Besides being an important proxy for women socio economic status, early 
pregnancy - between 15 and 19 - is often connected to a higher risk of low birth weight. As 
shown by Figure 3-10 (left side), this indicator divides the country in three areas rather 
homogenous. In North East and West the average age is particularly low, between 17 and 19; it 
increases to 19-21 in the Central part of the country and finally goes beyond 20 in Coastal South. 
While in the North, women, on average, tend to become mothers in their teen indicating a low 
socio-economic condition, the situation clearly improves in the Southern provinces.

                                                            
9 Vaccination against tubercolosis 
10 Vaccination against Diphtheria Tetanus and Pertussis 
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50. The picture is further clarified by the second map (Figure 3-10, right side). The 
percentage of mothers that received some form of pre/post natal assistance is a proxy of quality 
of healthcare systems but also attention to women and new born needs. Again, the divide is 
massive. Whereas in South West and South South the coverage reaches 90 percent in certain 
States, the more we move towards North the less healthcare is able to provide any assistance to 
women. At the extreme, in Kebbi and Zamfara less than 20 percent of pregnant women received 
assistance during the last pregnancy.    

Figure 3-10: Women during pregnancy: age and pre and post natal assistance in 2010

Source: Authors calculations based on HNLSS 2009/10
 

51. In conclusion the findings show that inequality increased between 2004 and 2010 and 
this has significantly limited the potential positive effect of income growth. During the 
period, both the South West and South-South States improved their relative economic position. 
In particular South Western States appear to have enjoyed a relatively inclusive growth that 
translated into faster poverty reduction in the country. North Central States also benefitted from 
growth but the degree of inclusiveness was much more limited. 

52. The performance of Eastern States could be explained by a worsening of inequality.
In general, although it is hard to ascertain the true levels and growth of inequality given the usual 
caveats regarding the presence of potentially significant measurement error in these consumption 
data, explanations for why there was limited poverty reduction in Nigeria despite high GDP 
growth will have to consider the growth in inequality as a possible culprit.  It appears from the 
noisy evidence that Nigeria grew at different speeds and this accentuated the already existing big 
divide between Coastal States and the Federal capital and the rest of the country.
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53. Finally, it is also important to focus on structural elements that determine the big 
spatial divide, in particular between North and South. In terms of education, healthcare 
provision, woman condition the divide between North and South is high and so far not expected 
to diminish. Therefore, to achieve faster progress and reduce the gap, Nigeria needs a game 
changing strategy and a clear focus on areas where this divide can be reduced. Conditional cash 
transfers programs, improvement in service deliveries, a clear prioritization in polices and better 
targeting all can contribute to the scope.   

POVERTY CORRELATES: UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS  

54. This section investigates the extent to which the results presented in previous section 
are consistent with alternative sources of information. Also, it discusses some of the most 
common correlates of poverty and provides a preliminary check on the robustness of poverty 
headcount. The next pages examine the degree of consistency between poverty figures and 
household size, household head age, sex and education both for 2004 and 2010.

55. Figure 3-11 (left side) shows wide disparities in poverty levels by household size.
Bigger households with many dependents tend to be more prone to poverty and over the period it 
seems that this relationship has become stronger. In 2004, the incidence of poverty among big 
households (7-8 and above 8) was respectively 55 percent and 62 percent. In 2010 the incidence 
of poverty in the same group increases to 60 percent and 71 percent. At the same time, smaller 
households are much less affected by poverty and in 2010 this becomes clearer: from 18 percent 
poverty rate among households with 1-2 members to 8 percent in  and from 38 percent in 2004 to 
30 percent in 2010 for households with 3-4 members.

Figure 3-11:  Poverty and Household Size Dimension

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10
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56. Figure 3-11 (right side) confirms these disparities. It is important to mention that 
poverty rates in this note are calculated using adult equivalent consumption and not per capita.  
Therefore, we should expect that once household composition effects have been accounted for;
there would be less sharp distinction of poverty by household size. Lanjouw and Ravallion 
(1995) show that the correlation between poverty and household size tends to disappear when 
adjustments are made to the calculation of average household income. Yet, even with correction 
for household composition, household size remains an important correlate of poverty in Nigeria 
especially in 2010 when the gap between small and big families widens dramatically.

57. Analysis by age of the household head indicates that those in the age category of 15-
34 years constitute the least poor group. As illustrated in Figure 3-12 (left graph), this remains 
the case regardless of the year (2004 versus 2010) and again as was noted with the correlates 
between poverty and household size, the relationship between poverty and age becomes stronger 
in 2010. Poverty among those living in households with a head aged 15 to 34 years is at 38
percent in 2004 while it decreases to 28 percent in 2010. Those living in households with heads 
over 45 years of age appear to be the poorest, with a poverty incidence around 50 percent in both 
years. 

Figure 3-12:  Poverty and Household Head Age

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10

58. The same results are obtained by looking at the entire distribution of consumption by 
age groups of household heads (right graph). At any consumption level, the cumulative 
distribution for the household heads of ages 25 to 34 categories dominates, by and large, the 
other age groups. Only a small percentage of households in that age group lie far below the 
poverty line.  Only 30 percent have a consumption per adult equivalent between the poverty line 
and its double (100,000 Naira) and almost 40 percent have a consumption twice as big as the 
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poverty line. In contrast, we do not obtain a robust ranking among the other cohorts as 
dominance curves tend to intersect. 

59. In Nigeria, households headed by females seem to experience less poverty than those 
headed by males. As illustrated in Figure 3.13 (left graph), the poverty rate among individuals 
from households headed by a woman in 2010 is about 32 percent, compared to 45 percent for 
those in male-headed households. The differences in 2004 appear slightly less pronounced, as the 
gap is 48 percent vs. 38 percent.  The results in Figure 3.13 (left graph) graphically confirm this 
differential result for 2010. The dominance of the curves for the female headed households 
becomes evident at the 10,000 Naira level -this is the consumption level that is as low as 20
percent of the poverty line- and remains so along the whole distribution. In Nigeria female 
headed household are relatively few (11 percent in 2010) as compared to male headed ones and 
according to previous finding, not necessarily poorer than male headed as one might expect. 
Various elements justify this. First female headed household tend to be concentrated in the South 
(where their share grows to 20 percent of the total) which as have been noted are the richest areas 
of the country. Second, many of these women are not widows or single: possibly, the husband 
emigrated and sends remittances home, contributing to household well-being without consuming 
resources. Finally, although adult equivalences correct for the household composition, female 
headed household are smaller and as we have seen previously, the size of the household is a good 
predictor of poverty.

Figure 3-13:  Poverty and Household Head Sex

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10
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60. Poverty incidence decreases significantly as the level of education of the household 
head increases, both in 2004 and 2010. Education is an important component of the 
multidimensional concept of well-being. The Nigerian government has made significant efforts 
in the past years to promote education and literacy. Yet outcomes have been unevenly 
distributed. While for Lagos and Akwa Ibom recorded for example almost a 90 percent literacy 
rate among adults, in Northern States such as Kano and Katsina the rate drops to less than 40
percent (data from Nigerian statistical data portal).

61. Literature typically indicates a negative correlation between education levels and 
income poverty. Figure 3-14 (left) illustrates the distribution of income poverty by level of 
education of the household head. In 2010, the proportion of poor households whose head has no 
education is about 60 percent, and this share rapidly decreases to 43 percent and 36 percent
respectively for the primary and secondary levels. Due to changes in the questionnaire, it is not 
possible to compare the value for Koranic schools, where poverty in 2004 is particularly high. 
This again suggests that poverty is concentrated in the Muslim North. 

Figure 3-14:  Poverty and Household Head Education

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10

62. Graphical evidence from a dominance analysis (Figure 3-11 right graph) confirms 
striking differences by education level of the household head. The distribution for 
households’ whose head has at least some secondary schooling clearly dominates the distribution 
for other households. Similarly, households whose head has at least some primary education 
dominate those whose head has no schooling whatsoever. These results indicate that, even if 
universal primary education remains an important goal to achieve, further schooling beyond the 
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primary level should be encouraged. Indeed, given the growing importance of the tertiary/service 
sector and other opportunities linked to new information technologies, the case for education 
beyond the primary level is increasingly compelling.

POVERTY CORRELATES: MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

63. Univariate analysis sheds light on the correlations between poverty and some 
standard socio-economic indicators at household level. Indicators provide a measure of the 
likelihood of being poor (or not) for possessing a single characteristic, e.g. living in a big 
household, being male household head and so forth. However, correlations alone are not 
sufficient to suitably understand the correlates of poverty in Nigeria. As a complement to the 
previous sections, it is helpful to undertake a multivariate analysis of the relationships between 
observed household characteristics and real consumption.

64. This analysis provides information regarding the strength of the correlation between 
variables such as education, ownership of assets or access to employment and observed 
differences in consumption across households. The advantage of multivariate analysis is that 
we obtain estimates of the unique relationships between real consumption and various 
explanatory variables despite the fact that these variables may be correlated with one another. 
For example, poor households typically lack education and have larger households. Multivariate 
analysis allows one to consider the implications of increased education on consumption while 
holding household size measures constant (and vice versa). 

65. In Table 3-4, we show a simple multivariate analysis of the available data in the 
NLSS 2004 and NHLSS 2010 household surveys. The two rounds are disaggregated further 
into national, rural and urban models. The method used is ordinary least squares (OLS) 
regression. The dependent variable is the natural logarithm of real consumption, where real 
consumption is defined as the ratio of nominal consumption to the poverty line (y/z). Taking the 
log of this ratio ensures that any positive value of the dependent variable represents a level of 
consumption that is greater than the poverty line. 

66. The multivariate results of the correlates of poverty confirm most of the results 
obtained in previous section. Characteristics of the household head such as sex, education and 
age are all strongly correlated with consumption. Consumption decreases with increasing 
household size and age of household head and increases with the level of education. Female 
heads of household and in general monogamous household heads have higher consumption than 
others. Furthermore, households living in houses with toilet, electricity and better quality 
housing are less prone to poverty than the rest. The type of employment of household head is an 
important predictor of poverty. Compared to employees in agriculture, public and private sector 
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wage earner and non-agriculture self- employed perform better, although the coefficients are not 
always statistically significant11.

Table 3-4:  Estimation of correlates of log per capita household expenditure in Nigeria, 2004 and 2010

 
National Rural Urban 

2003/3004 2009/10 2003/3004 2009/10 2003/3004 2009/10 
Number of people in 
household -0.082*** -0.142*** -0.081*** -0.140*** -0.086*** -0.147*** 

Sex of Household head 
(0=male) 0.018 -0.013 0.038** -0.004 -0.030 -0.028 

Age of Household head -0.005*** 0.001 -0.009*** -0.002 0.003 0.006** 
Age of Household head 
square 0.000*** 0.000 0.000*** 0.000** -0.000 -0.000 

Highest education level 
attained of Household head 0.048*** 0.050*** 0.043*** 0.032*** 0.053*** 0.071*** 

Marital status is non- 
monogamous marriage 
(0=monogamous) 

-0.051*** -0.047*** -0.046*** -0.042*** -0.071*** -0.046** 

Adult females 0.035*** 0.052*** 0.032*** 0.051*** 0.054*** 0.053*** 
Population between 15-64 
years old -0.018*** -0.060*** -0.021*** -0.061*** -0.015 -0.056*** 

Population over 64 years old 0.145*** 0.056*** 0.166*** 0.072*** 0.080*** 0.023 
Household head with public 
wage 0.023 0.033* 0.038 0.040 -0.009 0.002 

Household head with private 
wage 0.057*** -0.000 0.083*** 0.018 0.015 -0.018 

Household head employed 
in non-agriculture  -0.034 0.055*** -0.068* 0.066** 0.020 0.030 

Other activities 0.001 -0.032 -0.050 -0.005 0.064 -0.070** 
Non labor force or 
unemployed -0.007 0.003 -0.026 0.013 -0.003 -0.032 

House has electricity 0.068*** 0.106*** 0.071*** 0.115*** 0.107*** 0.118*** 
Energy for cooking good 0.217*** 0.172*** 0.198*** 0.164*** 0.206*** 0.183*** 
House has any toilet 0.051*** 0.054*** 0.024* 0.057*** 0.103*** 0.062*** 
House has good walls 0.060*** 0.042*** 0.066*** 0.034*** 0.059** 0.093*** 
House has good floors 0.069*** 0.029*** 0.054*** 0.043*** 0.090** 0.082*** 
House has good roofs 0.082*** 0.142*** 0.081*** 0.140*** 0.086*** 0.147*** 
Abia -0.030 -0.062 0.069 0.112* -0.256*** -0.455*** 
Adamawa -0.163*** -0.392*** -0.171*** -0.353*** 0.125 -0.155* 
Akwa Ibom 0.093** -0.038 0.145*** 0.027 -0.172* -0.082 
Anambra 0.165*** -0.184*** 0.236*** -0.128** -0.148 -0.221*** 
Bauchi -0.206*** -0.214*** -0.199*** -0.170*** -0.144 -0.113 
Bayelsa 0.125*** -0.166*** 0.146*** -0.107* 0.142 -0.177** 

                                                            
11 In calculating employment figures for 2010 we encountered several problems in obtaining homogenous results comparabel 

to 2004. These results, thus , need to be hedged with various caveats. For this reason, in the section dedicated to labour 
market we decided to use GHS Panel 2011 rather than HNLSS 2010 
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 National Rural Urban 
Benue 0.050 -0.207*** 0.068 -0.130** 0.040 -0.291*** 
Borno 0.018 0.174*** -0.027 0.243*** 0.103 0.087 
Cross-river -0.114*** -0.189*** -0.088* -0.141** -0.161* -0.140* 
Delta -0.310*** -0.302*** -0.253*** -0.213*** -0.447*** -0.401*** 
Ebonyi 0.006 -0.445*** 0.016 -0.390*** 0.095 -0.237* 
Edo -0.189*** -0.261*** -0.205*** -0.142** -0.193** -0.394*** 
Ekiti -0.181*** -0.368*** -0.060 -0.262*** -0.319*** -0.416*** 
Enugu 0.098** -0.311*** 0.154*** -0.279*** -0.060 -0.228*** 
Gombe -0.053 -0.417*** -0.059 -0.347*** 0.055 -0.523*** 
Imo 0.113** 0.149*** 0.169*** 0.226*** -0.076 0.042 
Jigawa -0.350*** -0.547*** -0.311*** -0.541*** -0.615*** -0.260*** 
Kaduna 0.115*** -0.084** 0.163*** -0.099* 0.004 0.100* 
Kano 0.028 -0.057 0.043 0.027 -0.021 -0.215*** 
Katsina 0.081* -0.096** 0.076 -0.041 0.212** -0.112* 
Kebbi -0.196*** -0.207*** -0.166*** -0.144** -0.356*** -0.262*** 
Kogi -1.057*** -0.407*** -1.005*** -0.288*** -1.204*** -0.544*** 
Kwara -1.128*** -0.420*** -1.163*** -0.357*** -1.147*** -0.470*** 
Lagos -0.873*** -0.176*** -0.954*** -0.202** -0.985*** -0.237*** 
Nassarawa 0.117*** -0.223*** 0.167*** -0.136** -0.154 -0.316*** 
Niger -0.076* 0.034 -0.073 0.118** -0.030 -0.118* 
Ogun -0.122*** -0.633*** -0.034 -0.605*** -0.262*** -0.639*** 
Ondo -0.222*** -0.294*** -0.121** -0.122** -0.449*** -0.424*** 
Osun -0.033 -0.054 0.089 -0.060 -0.161** -0.049 
Oyo 0.084* -0.179*** 0.378*** -0.112* -0.144** -0.217*** 
Plateau -0.052 -0.147*** -0.049 -0.065 0.033 -0.312*** 
Rivers -0.075 -0.062 -0.067 0.012 -0.053 -0.123** 
Sokoto -0.196*** -0.410*** -0.193*** -0.381*** -0.086 -0.205*** 
Taraba 0.220*** 0.012 0.229*** 0.049 0.332*** 0.255*** 
Yobe -0.278*** -0.181*** -0.280*** -0.151*** -0.221*** -0.084 
Zamfara -0.275*** -0.180*** -0.285*** -0.118** -0.054 -0.253*** 
Urban 0.077*** -0.027*** 
_cons 0.362*** 0.918*** 0.422*** 0.926*** 0.245** 0.817*** 
R2 0.397 0.404 0.373 0.402 0.426 0.395 
note:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10

67. Geographical characteristics also appear to be highly correlated with poverty. In 
these regressions all the other States are compared to Abuja’s performance.  Practically all States
are doing worse than the capital (excluding Imo) in both years. But some of the results, point to 
underlying data problem.  For instance, even Lagos that, according to many indicators is the 
richest and most developed Nigerian state, has lower consumption on average than Abuja. The 
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explanation, we suspect has to do with underestimation of Lagos consumption in 2004 and 
possibly also in 2010.

68. The results from the urban and rural models are consistent with national level trends 
and correlations. Returns to education are higher in urban areas since people can find more 
remunerative job opportunities there than in rural areas. In terms of employment choice, the 
payoff of having non- agricultural jobs is higher in rural (where most of people have these type
of job) than in urban where hardly anyone is employed in agriculture. Geographical variation is 
rather similar in the two models and Abuja continues to perform much better than all other 
States.

69. In summary, both univariate and multivariate analysis indicate that poverty figures 
are correlated with standard poverty predictors. Poverty is higher among larger households, 
typically headed by middle age males with limited education. Increasing education and reducing 
the household size immediately translates into better living conditions. Likewise, access to 
electricity, good sanitation and availability of decent housing conditions all reduce the likelihood 
of becoming poor. Geographical dimension of poverty also matters a lot.  Household living in 
Southern States or in the Federal Capital Abuja have access to better economic opportunities and 
are by and large doing better than households living in Northern provinces.   

4. SENSITIVITY CHECKS ON POVERTY ESTIMATES

70. As discussed in the poverty profile section, some of the results appear relatively 
unexpected and counterintuitive. For instance, it seems from previous sections that high GDP 
growth did not lead to faster poverty reduction; that some regions such as South East saw large 
reversals in their fortunes and ranks in such a short time period; and rural poverty reduction was 
stronger than urban areas. These results raise some important questions.  Why did the high 
income growth not lead to faster poverty reduction? What happened in the South East? Can these 
findings be accounted for by an increase in inequality alone? One possible intrusion is the quality 
of the underlying data.  If data quality is poor it is difficult to establish the magnitudes of these 
changes even if the general story line still holds. 

71. This section discusses three different sensitivity checks we carried out to verify the 
robustness of our results. Specifically, given the evidence emerged in previous sections, we 
suspect that the reduction of about 3 points in the poverty headcount is an underestimation of the 
real variation. GDP growth, non-monetary indicators, type of measurement error detected (see 
Appendix II) all coincide in indicating that the reduction in poverty must have been bigger than 
what official data show. In what follows, we discuss results from an another comparative survey, 
the General Household Survey 2011 (GHS 2011) and first calculate poverty figures using these 
data, second using coefficients from GHS 2011 we recomputed consumption figures in both 
2004 and 2010. Finally, we looked at labor markets trends over the last 10 years.
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72. The GHS was implemented across 2010 and 2011 and the initial sample comprised 
22,000 households; only 5,000 of them were asked to report consumption. The consumption 
was collected using a 7 day recall, unlike the HNLSS which used a month-long diary. In 
addition, the GHS panel was in the field for only 4 months in the year, compared to the HNLSS
which is a 12 month survey.  These differences mean that expenditures from the two surveys are 
not comparable so that a direct comparison of poverty estimates from the HNLSS and the GHS 
panel is out of the question.  Although the time in the field and the recall period were different 
between the two surveys, the consumption module for the GHS and the HNLSS had a wide 
overlap both in the food and non-food spending. 

73. On food spending in particular, there was close to 90 percent overlap.  Therefore, it is 
possible to estimate poverty using GHS and use that as a sign post to what poverty rates could 
have been in 2010. Since experience shows that a diary captures consumption (especially the 
more frequently consumed items) better than a recall, we would expect that consumption in the 
HNLSS, which uses a diary, should indeed be higher than consumption in the GHS panel, which 
uses a recall. And consequently, poverty estimates in 2010 should be lower – all else equal –
than poverty estimates in the GHS panel.  The fact that one observes the opposite suggests that 
the anomalies noted earlier perhaps mean that poverty is potentially overestimated under the 
HNLSS.

74. As it emerges from Table 4-1, poverty figures computed on GHS data are lower than 
HNLSS based figures. At national level, poverty is around 35 percent, 11 points less than the 
HNLSS figure. An interesting feature of the results is that poverty in urban areas looks lower 
than with HNLSS data and that the urban rural gap is wider: a difference of 19 points with 
HNLSS data versus a difference of 29 points with GHS data! This suggests that HNLSS data are 
more affected by underestimation in urban areas than in rural areas. Data at subnational level 
confirm some of the trends emerged from HNLSS although absolute numbers are clearly lower.
North Central is the best performing geographical zone in the North and poverty levels are 
slightly above the National average. 

75. The gap between North and South looks bigger when using GHS data. One possible 
explanation is that, being Southern areas more urbanized, the likely underestimation of urban 
consumption in HNLSS translated into an overall underestimation of consumption in in the 
South. Finally, Gini index is 5 points lower at national level and consistently lower than the 
HNLSS figure in all geographical sub-divisions. Overall, the preliminary picture emerging from 
GHS data suggests that poverty levels in 2010 are far lower than what HNLSS data would
suggest. This is true in particular in the Southern parts of the country and around the Federal 
Capital Abuja.  
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Table 4-1:  Comparison Between HNLSS 2010 and GHS Panel 2011 (post harvest), Poverty and Inequality 
Measures

Poverty headcount (%) Gini Index
HNLSS 2009/10 GHS 2010/11 HNLSS 2009/10 GHS 2010/11

National 46 35 0.41 0.36
Rural 53 46 0.40 0.35
Urban 34 17 0.41 0.32
North Central  49 42 0.42 0.34
North East 60 51 0.42 0.31
North West 58 49 0.39 0.32
South East 39 30 0.40 0.34
South South 37 18 0.41 0.34
South West 30 18 0.37 0.35
Source: Authors calculations based on HNLSS 2009/10 and GHS 2010/11

SURVEY TO SURVEY ESTIMATION

76. The second method to check for robsustness of poverty estimates is to find out how 
they are correlated with household assets and composition. There are several advantages that 
the poverty mapping method provides in this situation.  First, as the previous section 
demonstrated, the unexplained decrease in consumption in HNLSS 2010 is difficult to correct 
ex-post.  Second, the non-consumption variables that are used exhibit less bias from survey to 
survey. This is not by accident. These demographic data are all collected at once or within a 
relatively short window, at the beginning of the survey when enumerators make the first contact 
with the household. Therefore, the errors are either minimized or potentially random.

77. Unlike consumption data, demographic, asset and household head characteristics 
data12 look very similar across the surveys, and provides some comfort that these data sets 
come from the same population and are not systematically biased by year or month of 
survey. Third, the method also allows us to avoid the tricky and troublesome issues of which 
price index to use. In fact, by design the method ensures that the imputed consumption is all in 
the prices of the data that has been used for initial consumption model. Therefore, there is no 
additional need for price index calculation or adjustment for inflation.  

78. This is a huge advantage because consumption and by consequence poverty in many 
countries, including Nigeria, are very sensitive to the price series used. Finally, the method 
provides a resolution to the possible problem of non-comparability of consumption between 
surveys. Recall that this is a possibility between HNLSS 2004 and 2010. Even though both used 
a monthly diary, the pattern of household visits combined with the size of the illiterate 
households may introduce potential non-comparability between the two surveys.  Non-
comparability is definitely an issue between the GHS panel and HNLSS surveys.  The added 

                                                            
12 Summary tables and estimates can be provided upon request
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advantage of the survey to survey estimation technique is that we can potentially use the GHS as 
well and provide an update of poverty to 2011.  

79. The main caveat is that using the same coefficients, we assume that between the two 
periods there was no variation in the returns on variables. Hence, all the variation between 
the two periods is explained by the variation in the explanatory variables; the variation between 
2004 and 2010 is, thus, a sort of lower bound of the ‘true variation’. Given the economic boom 
Nigeria faced in the period considered, it is reasonable to think that also returns on basic inputs 
such as human capital, labor capital increased and this certainly had a positive impact on 
expenditures level increasing the differences between 2004 and 2010.

80. With this in mind, the survey to survey estimation method is implemented in the 
following way. First, the GHS panel data is used to run a regression of consumption (in 
logarithm) on a number of variables. These variables are common to GHS and all the two 
HNLSS (2004 and 2010) variables and the larger GHS (subsample without consumption).  The 
reason to keep the variables common in all surveys is to maintain the specification of the model 
the same throughout. Next, the estimated parameters from the consumption model are used to 
impute consumption for HNLSS 2004 and HNLSS 2010. These consumption variables are 
created using the same model and are therefore considered very good predictors of consumption 
of households in 2004 and 2010.  Finally, the imputed consumption and the poverty line 
estimated using the GHS panel is used to estimate the poverty headcount for both 2004 and 
2010.

81. Table 4-2 compares official figures and those calculated by the model. The model 
predicts a much lower level of poverty in both years, in particular in urban areas; confirming our 
suspects of severe underestimation in these areas.  Figures in 2010 are those more interesting 
since as mentioned before, returns on variables might have changed between 2003 and 2010 but 
not so much between 2010 and 2011. Hence, while poverty in 2003 is somehow underestimated 
by the model (we use coefficients from 2011 and general economic conditions have improved), 
poverty in 2010 is a more realistic value. 
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Table 4-2:  Poverty in 2004 and 2010 official and survey to survey estimation (GHS 2011 coefficients) 
Official figures Predicted 

2004 2010 2004 2010
National 48 46 41 37
Rural 57 53 53 47
Urban 38 34 26 19
North Central  58 49 45 41
North East 59 60 57 53
North West 56 58 57 52
South East 29 39 38 32
South South 43 37 27 22
South West 41 30 18 18
Source: Authors calculations based on GHS 2010/11, NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10

82. Besides the aforementioned decrease of poverty in urban areas, it is worth noting the 
geographical distribution of poverty: the gap between Northern areas and Southern is now 
wider. According to the prediction, poverty is around 20 percent in both South South and South 
West while even though it declines, poverty in North East and West remains above 50 percent. 
Southern areas show higher levels of education, assets, and labor inputs and thus the model 
predicts for them a much higher level of expenditures. Again, as for urban areas, this suggests 
that consumption in Southern States was underestimated. Finally, the predicted values for South 
East don’t show that increase of poverty registered by official data. In fact poverty between 2004 
and 2010 declines rather than increasing confirming our suspects on the trend.  

83. In conclusion, combining previous calculations based on GHS 2011 and these last 
estimates, we have robust evidence to claim that official poverty figures in 2010 were 
overestimated. The reduction between 2004 and 2010 is a bit more contentious. Model 
predictions indicate a reduction of 4 points, two times the official figure; however, as we briefly 
discuss in this section this is likely a lower bound of the true reduction. Furthermore, both the
direct use of GHS 2011 data and predictions suggest that urban poverty has been overestimated 
in the official figures. As regards rural poverty, sensitivity checks show a reduction compared to 
official figures but not as big as that in urban areas. Likewise, both checks confirm the presence 
of a wider North South gap in terms of poverty: estimates show a better performance of South 
South and South West and confute the poverty increase in South East.   

LABOUR MARKET DYNAMICS 

84. The creation of jobs is crucial to achieve sustainable poverty reduction in the 
country. In recent years, the question of how employment responded to the strong economic 
growth has been at the center of the Nigerian political debate. General impression is that the dent 
of growth on job creation has been minimal (Treichel, 2010). As we argue in this brief section, 
this has been true in the first half of 2000s but positive signs are starting to emerge. Growth has 
been sustained in many non-oil sectors such as constructions, ICT, financial sector and retail and 
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wholesale services. If we exclude financial sector, these are normally labor intensive activities 
and retail services and construction in particular are also likely to  employ people without high 
level of education.  

85. Data sources for this section are the 2004 NLSS, GHS 1999-2006 as reported and 
analyzed by Haywood and Teal (WB, 2010) and GHS 2011. For reasons of comparability and 
presence of relevant data problems, we excluded information from NHLSS 2010. The use of 
common definitions of labor force and occupations13 enabled us to investigate changes over a 
long period of time, from 1999 to 2011. 

86. Table 4-3 shows the evolution of types of employment at national level. First, 
employment in agriculture appears to be declining by 2011, following a rapid increase between 
1999 and 2006. Many more individuals are looking for opportunities outside agriculture and they 
are likely to be finding them. Unemployment hasn’t increased and, more importantly, the share 
of people not in the labor force – between ages 15 and 65  - are  not studying and not active in 
the last year,  remained constant. This suggests that dropouts from agriculture are increasingly 
finding income generating sources outside. Where are they going? 

Table 4-3:  Types of employment as Frequency and Percentage of the population aged 15 to 65, excluding 
those in full time education

GHS GHS NLSS GHS GHS

1999 2004 2004 2006 2011
Family agriculture 22,116 16,780 19,491 14,441 4,935

30.8 36.6 37.5 37.8 28.5
Non-agric self employment 12,656 8,762 7,185 6,499 3,445

24.1 25.8 22.8 22.9 29.9
Non agric-unpaid family work 1 34 1,327 21 151

0 0.08 2.7 0.06 0.8
Wage employment 9,006 3,724 3,038 3,127 1,238

15 10.4 9.9 10 12.6
Apprenticeship 1,111 421 13 572 52

2.1 1.1 0.1 1.9 0.4
Unemployed 911 820 315 545 285

1.7 2.4 0.8 1.9 1.7
Not in the labour force 17,415 10,517 10,193 10,104 3,769

26.4 23.7 26.1 25.5 26.1
Total 63,216 41,068 41,562 35,309 13,875

Numbers in italics weighted percentages over total
Source: Authors calculations based on GHS 2010/11, NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10 and data from Haywood and Teal 
(2010)

                                                            
13 For a detailed explanation see Haywood and Teal in WB (2010) 
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87. Most of them seem to move into non-agricultural self-employment, a broad area of 
activities that normally is confused with informality. Recent literature (WB, 2011b) has tried 
to look at general characteristics of this group, finding important nuances between members. 
Remunerative activities run by non-registered enterprises are put together with tiny household 
activities or temporary low paid jobs. This makes the definition of this category very broad.  It is 
therefore important to understand and analyze carefully the dynamics of this group since most of 
the future jobs in Africa will likely be created within this category. On the positive side, we can 
say that this shift away from agriculture into non-agriculture jobs represents an improvement for 
many poor families. It is a diversification in their portfolio towards more remunerative and less 
seasonality-prone activities. 

88. Also noteworthy is the increase in the share of wage jobs. The findings suggest an 
increase of almost 3 percent that brings the share to 12.6 percent, which is still below the 1999 
share (15 percent) but  still a good sign after several years of stagnation. Since 2000 
retrenchment of civil servants and the privatization of many parastatals has led to a sharp decline 
in public service employment, while employment in the private sector had not been able to keep 
the pace in the creation of new jobs. Also, many private industries with large wage employment, 
notably the textile industry, have been in decline for a number of years and have shed a
considerable part of their work force (WB, 2010). This inversion in the trend looks like a 
promising change in particular because it is taking place due to creation of jobs in the private 
rather than public sector.

89. Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2 analyze in more details non-agriculture self-employment 
and wage jobs by sector/employer and geographical distribution in 2011. The growth of self-
employed jobs occurs predominantly in commerce (51 percent) a sector that recently faced a 
sustained growth and to less extent in the recently booming ICT and construction. Very 
insightful and consistent to our poverty analysis findings is the geographical zones distribution. 
South-South and South West account for about 53 percent of all non-agriculture self-
employment in the country; also under the employment perspective these zones look the most 
dynamic in the country.  

90. Public sector is still the main creator of wage jobs although there is decline from 
2004: from 62.1 percent (WB, 2010) to 51 percent. Likewise in the self-employment case, the 
most dynamic areas seem to be South South and South West: 62 percent of total wage jobs are 
located. To be noted also the performance of the North Central zone that thank to the presence of 
Federal Capital ranks third in terms of share of wage jobs  
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Figure 4-1:  Non Agricoltural self-employment by Sector and Geographical Zones

 
Source: Authors calculations based on GHS 2010/11

Figure 4-2:  Wage employment by Sector and Geographical Zones

 
Source: Authors calculations based on GHS 2010/11
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91. To sum up, labor market dynamics confirms the general positive trends of the 
economy and further corroborate the idea that poverty reduction has been bigger than 
what official data say.  After a long period of job creation mainly in agriculture sector and a 
decline in the share of wage jobs the trend looks again positive. More jobs are created in the non-
agriculture sectors, an area where poor people usually find job opportunities and wage 
employment is gaining momentum and differently from the past in the private sector. The 
geographical distribution confirms results from poverty analysis. South South and West are the 
most dynamic areas and together account for more than 50% of both non agricolture self 
employment and wage employment.

5. CONCLUSIONS

92. Over the past decade, Nigeria has registered stable and sustained growth in a context 
of   unprecedented momentum in responsible macroeconomic management, economic 
stability, democracy, and reform. A few areas of the country, most particularly Lagos State,
have achieved visible and inspiring progress in development and service delivery.  Differently 
from the past, growth was driven by non-oil sector and internal demand. Agriculture, 
telecommunications, construction and in general in services, all contributed to growth and to the 
creation of several new jobs. The general picture that emerges seems particularly conducive to 
underpin a fast poverty reduction. 

93. Nonetheless, results from recent HNLSS 2010 seem to be at odd with this 
particularly positive background: poverty declined only by 2 percentage points between 
2004 and 2010. Looking at the geographical distribution of poverty reduction, the overall picture 
is very heterogenous. Poverty declined faster the coastal South and around the Federal Capital 
Abuja. Not every state improved.  To the contrary, a large belt of Eastern States, ranging from 
the Northern Borno to the Southern Abia, all faced a significant increase of poverty. Similar 
results hold when changing the reference welfare measure from consumption per adult 
equivalent to consumption per capita.

94. The first explanation for the limited poverty reduction is found in the significant 
increase of inequality. It is found that its increase had cancelled additional 3 percent of poverty 
reduction. Also in terms of inequality different trends emerge.  South West and South South 
States improved their relative rank in welfare. In particular South Western States enjoyed a 
relatively inclusive growth that translated into faster poverty reduction in the country. North 
Central States also benefitted from growth but the degree of inclusiveness was much more 
limited. Finally, the bad performance of Eastern States is predominantly explained by a severe 
worsening of inequality. Nigeria grew at different speeds and this accentuated the already 
existing big divide between Coastal States and the Federal capital territory and the rest of the 
country. Also, within many States inequality increased massively suggesting that growth 
benefitted only richer strata of the population, leaving unaffected the big majority of Nigerians.
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95. Inequality explains part of the limited reduction but not all. Data from HNLSS 2010 
present several anomalies all converging in indicating a potential underestimation of 
consumption figures (see Appendix II). Spending – food and non-food – at the beginning of 
the survey is substantially higher than spending at the end of the survey and this unusual pattern 
cannot be explained by normal seasonality. Moreover, for many States Engle’s law seems to be 
violated: the more they grow and reduce poverty the more the non-food share drops.  Finally, 
calorie conversion shows that almost half of the population would appear to be unable to meet 
even half of the caloric intake that is needed to escape food poverty. 

96. To verify the hypothesis of overestimation of poverty figures, three checks were 
undertaken using data from recent GHS 2011. First, poverty figures were calculated on this 
survey using the national poverty line, second consumption figures for 2004 and 2010 were 
recomputed using coefficient from GHS 2011 consumption model estimates and finally some 
simple labor statistics were computed. All these checks concur in suggesting that using data less 
flawed  by measurement error, poverty figures in 2010 were lower, that poverty reduction in the 
last decade was likely bigger and that  important transformations occurring in the labor market
are complementing this positive dynamics. 

97. Additional work is required to consolidate poverty analysis in Nigeria. An important
step in this direction is increasing the collaboration with the National Bureau of Statistics 
regarding data collection and data management. Better statistics will enable a more accurate 
analysis of the transformations the country is going through as well as clearer spatial picture. 
Also, better statistics can inform policy intervention and improve both targeting and monitoring.   
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6. ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISION OF NIGERIA

Figure 6-1:  Administrative Map of Nigeria at State Level

 

Source:  National Bureau of Statistics

Table 6-1:  States Distribution by Geographical Zones

North Central North East North West South East South South South West

Benue Adamawa Jigawa Abia Akwa Ibom Ekiti
Kogi Bauchi Kaduna Anambra Bayelsa Lagos

Kwara Borno Kano Ebonyi Cross-river Ogun
Nassarawa Gombe Katsina Enugu Delta Ondo

Niger Taraba Kebbi Imo Edo Osun
Plateau Yobe Sokoto Rivers Oyo

FCT Abuja Zamfara
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APPENDIX I:  METHODOLOGY 

98. Income or consumption has traditionally been used to measure deprivation. 
However, consumption rather than income is viewed as the preferred welfare indicator because 
consumption better captures the long-run permanent welfare level than current income. The 
drawbacks to using income to monitor welfare, especially in Africa, where the agriculture and 
informal sector accounts for a large labor force, have been well documented.  

99. First, income is likely to be under reported owing to difficulties of measurement and 
reluctance to disclose. Second, it is also highly volatile and easily influenced by seasonal factors 
and illnesses.  Third, the link between individual welfare and income are unclear since not all 
income may be used for consumption. Fourth, some incomes are simply hard to measure, 
especially those from informal labor activity and from agricultural home production, which are 
common in Africa. Finally, the reporting period may not capture average income very well. 
Therefore, even though consumption has its own drawbacks, they tend to be less serious than 
those of income. In particular, it better captures current standard of living, reflects better average 
long term welfare, and is typically easier to recall. 

100. The consumption data in 2004 and 2010 is used to obtain the poverty estimates.  
Previous reports by the national Bureau of Statistics14 reported various measures of poverty that 
included relative poverty, cost of basic needs (also known as absolute poverty), dollar per day 
poverty and subjective measures of poverty.  All these measures of poverty have their merits and 
where data is available it is good practice to report them.  For the purposes of this 
methodological note we focus on the absolute poverty because for many countries like Nigeria, 
the best practices are usually to monitor the absolute poverty outcomes.  

101. Table 7.1 indicates that the levels of adjusted (expenditures deflated temporally) 
consumption per adult equivalent has increased; at national level the growth in real terms 
is around 22%, on average 3.6% every year. There are marked differences in urban-rural and
geographical zones level. Although rural urban differentiation persists, the rural area grew faster 
(+25%) than urban areas (+20%). The fastest growing area was North Central (+36%) followed 
by South- South and South West. North West was the slowest, only 6% equivalent to an average 
1% per year. Household sizes have decreased since 2004, in particular in urban areas and in the 
South. Rural households’ size is still larger than urban and, in general, Northern households tend 
to be bigger than Southern. 

 

                                                            
14 Nigeria Poverty Profile 2010
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Table 7-1:  Average adult equivalence, Household Size and E

Area Adult equivalent Household size Per adult equivalent 
expenditures

2004

   National 3.7 4.8 83,088

   Urban 3.6 4.7 95,840
   Rural 3.7 4.9 72,694
   North central 3.7 4.8 69,260

   North east 4.2 5.6 68,302

   North west 4.5 5.9 71,035

   South east 3.4 4.4 106,556

   South South 3.4 4.4 89,131

   South west 2.9 3.8 91,497

2010

   National 3.3 4.3 99,829

   Urban 3.0 3.9 115,827
   Rural 3.5 4.5 89,338
   North central 3.5 4.5 94,256

   North east 4.0 5.3 81,455

   North west 3.9 5.2 74,306

   South east 3.1 3.9 109,726

South south 2.9 3.7 119,267

South west 2.7 3.5 114,363

    Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10 

102. The poverty line in 2004 was calculated using per adult equivalent consumption.
Therefore, adjusting this poverty line using the CPI and then applying it to a consumption that is 
in per capita terms in 2010 will create an inconsistent welfare comparison. For the purposes of 
this update, per adult equivalent measures of welfare were adopted.  This means that the poverty 
line had to be recalculated on per adult equivalent terms - per adult equivalent measures are used 
instead of per capita measure to take into account differences in household composition.  
Therefore even households with the same number of members can have different adult 
equivalent values.  Table 7.2 summarizes the adult equivalent measures used for infants, 
children, adults, and the elderly, with separate measures by gender.  These measures are based on 
a modified version of the standard FAO adult equivalent scales.  These same measures were 
previously used.
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Table 7-2:  Scale used to Compute Consumption Expenditure per adult Equivalent
 Scale per adult equivalent 

Male Female 
0-1 Year 0.25 0.25 
1-3 years 0.45 0.45 
4-6 years 0.62 0.62 
7-10 years 0.69 0.69 
11-14 years 0.86 0.76 
15-18 years 1.03 0.76 
19-50 years 1.00 0.76 
51 years and over 0.79 0.66 

   Source: FAO

103. The HNLSS 2004 data was used to recalculate the absolute poverty line.  Two 
standard methods to calculate absolute poverty lines were used to obtain the poverty line in 2010.
First, the food poverty line is obtained by costing a basket of food items that will provide 3000
Kcal per adult equivalent per day for a representative population, in this case the lowest 4 
deciles, ranked by consumption, nationally (that is not by zone or state). The costing of the food 
basket in 2004 was also based on the lowest 4 deciles by consumption.  The items that were 
included in the basket absorbed 99 percent of food spending by this representative population. 

104. Further, once the food poverty line is obtained, the non-food component that is 
added to the food poverty line to get the absolute poverty line can be obtained in two ways.
Several methods were tested to derive the absolute poverty line (a) Regression model (b) Engel 
curve and (c) non-parametric method.  One method was a regression model on the log ratio of 
per adult equivalent expenditure and the food poverty line based on some calories (the same 
squared)  against the food share.

105. An additional method known as the Engel curve method obtains the non-food 
component via a regression method. The idea is to regress the food budget share of each 
household on the ratio of per capita household consumption to the food poverty line.  For those 
households for whom the per capita expenditure is about the same as the food poverty line, the 
intercept of this regression would measure the food share in their consumption, while (1 – the 
intercept of this regression) will capture the non-food share. Therefore the product of this non-
food share and the food poverty line is added to the food poverty line to obtain the absolute food 
poverty line. 

106. Another way to obtain the non-food component is to use a non-parametric method, 
proposed by Ravallion, which is done in several iterative steps. First households that have 
consumption that is 1 percent above or below the food poverty line are isolated and the average 
of their non-food consumption is calculated. Then the same non-food consumption average for 
households that have consumption that is 2 percent above or below the food poverty line is 
obtained. This process is repeated until the average non-food consumption of households whose 
consumption is 10% above or below is obtained.  Finally the average of the averages is 
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calculated and that becomes the non-food component that is added to the food poverty line to 
obtain the absolute poverty line. In this policy note, both methods were used to obtain the 
absolute poverty line. The resulting absolute poverty line is about the same whether one uses the 
Engel method or the non-parametric method15.

Poverty Measures

107. This section provides the mathematical expressions for the poverty measures used in 
this report. Three common measures of the Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (also known as FGT 
1984) class are used, namely the head count, the poverty gap and the squared poverty gap.  This 
family of measures can be represented by the following equation: 

= 1
where -negative parameter, most commonly 0, 1, or 2

z is the poverty line
yi is the consumption for individual i
n is the total population below the poverty line
N is the total population.

108.
proportion of  the population whose consumption per adult equivalent y is less than the 
poverty line z. Suppose we have a population of size N in which q people are poor, then the 
head count index is defined as H = q
109.
to the poverty line. The squared poverty gap is described as a measure of the severity of 
poverty. 

110. The Gini measure of inequality is also used in the analysis.  The Gini coefficient 
measures the inequality across the frequency distribution of household consumption.  A 
Gini coefficient of zero indicates perfect equality, while a Gini coefficient of one indicates that 
all consumption within the distribution is by a single household.  Therefore higher Gini 
coefficients indicate more unequal distributions.

                                                            
15 The poverty line in 2003/04 is 28,830.16 per adult equivalent per year while in 2009/10 is 53,674.5 per adult equivalent 

per year
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Absolute Poverty Line (1.25 $ a day) and National Poverty Line (NPL)

111. The methodology described so far illustrates the construction of NPLs, valid for 
measuring poverty in Nigeria but not useful when comparing poverty levels to other 
countries. Since World Development Report 1990, the World Bank has aimed to apply a 
common standard to measuring poverty. The welfare of people living in different countries can 
be measured on a common scale by adjusting for differences in the purchasing power of 
currencies. 

112. There are two poverty lines normally used for international comparisons, the 1.25$ 
and the 2$ dollars a day at Purchasing Power Parity (PPP). The 1.25$ line is also called 
‘Absolute Poverty Line’ since it defines the poorest strata of world population. PPPs are 
exchange rates that convert a value in one currency to another while equalizing their purchasing 
power. Normally they are defined as the number of units of a country’s currency needed to buy 
the same amount of goods and services in that country as one U.S. dollar would buy in the 
United States. Statistically, PPPs are expenditure-weighted averages of the relative prices of
commonly purchased goods and services. PPPs are preferred to market exchange rates for 
comparing the size of economies or levels of consumption or for computing poverty rates 
because they reflect differences in price levels, particularly for non-tradable goods and services, 
and therefore provide meaningful comparisons of the real output of economies. 

113. As discussed, NPLs and the US$1.25 and US$2 are constructed using different 
assumptions and methodologies; however they share common points. For example, the 1.25 $ 
poverty line is obtained averaging the NPLs of countries that in 2005 had a consumption per 
capita per month below 60 $ PPP16. Moreover, NPLs can happen to be very similar to the 1.25$;
this is the case of Nigeria where the 147 Naira per capita per day line -53,674.5 divided by 365-
when converted into dollars PPP becomes very close to the absolute poverty line.

114. Table 7-3 compares poverty headcounts using absolute poverty line and NPL using 
consumption per capita as welfare measure. The World Bank uses consumption per capita to 
compare poverty headcounts at international levels; it is reasonable, thus, comparing the two 
methodologies using the same consumption aggregate. Finally, in the fourth column are reported 
the headcounts based on consumption per adult equivalent and discussed in this report.  

 

 

 

                                                            
16 For a list of countries see “Poverty data a supplment to World Development Indicators 2008”
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Table 7-3 Comparison between poverty headcounts: US$1.25 line using consumption per capita, NPL using 
consumption per capita and NPL using consumption per adult equivalent

Welfare aggregate Consumption expenditure per capita
Consumption expenditure 

per adult equivalent

Poverty lines Absolute poverty line
(US$1.25 PPP)

Absolute national 
poverty lines

(per capita line)

Absolute national poverty 
lines

(per adult equivalent line)
2004 63 64 48

2010 63 63 46

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10

115. As it appears from Table 7-3, changing poverty line doesn’t change the whole picture 
substantially. While using the 1.25$ line the trend is flat, using the NPLs with consumption per 
capita, the variation is insignificant: in both cases there is no substantial reduction of poverty 
between the two rounds. Using adult equivalent and NPL produces a slightly better result but as 
discussed in this report, still minimal compared to the GDP’s growth.    
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APPENDIX II:  EXPENDITURE ANOMALIES FROM THE HNLSS 2010

116. As discussed in the poverty profile section, during the analysis some clear data 
anomalies emerged. It is very difficult establishing what would have been the poverty profile 
without measurement error. However, the presence of patterns in the error can help detecting at 
least the direction of the bias; whether, for example, the error tends to underestimate or 
overestimate consumption and consequently whether we should expect higher or lower poverty 
figures. In this section we first investigate one the most evident patterns in the error pattern, 
notably the high correlation between consumption data and month of collection: data in the first 
months of interview where systematically higher than those collected in the following months, 
even after controlling for seasonality. Secondly we look at the Engle’s curves, (the shares of food 
and non-food items consumed by households) and also here anomalous results were found. 

117. Month to month consumption profiles in the two rounds do not show a similar trend 
(Figure 8.1). Even taking into account that 2010 survey started only in November and 2004 in 
September, divergences are numerous. First, let us consider the lean season and in particular the 
most critical part of it, the so called hunger season17 just before the harvest (USAID, 20212). In 
the Northern part of the country this is between July and October (months 11, 12, 1 and 2 in 
2004 and 9 to 12 in 2010) and in the Sothern between May and August (months 9-12 in 2004 and 
7-10 in 2010). Normally during the lean season one should see, especially among farmers a 
sudden drop in consumption and then a fast recovery.

118. In Figure 8-1 (top left graph) we compare the consumption from own production in 
the two periods. This should be the part of consumption that is most affected by seasonality 
since practically only farmers produce food for themselves. The shapes in the two periods 
suggest some seasonality with a decline in the last months of the interview. This was because in 
the case of 2004 the last months coincide with the Southern lean season and in 2010 with the 
Northern. It is important to note that the trends in the two periods are similar. 

                                                            
17 When food from the previous harvest runs out until new crops grow in and during which small farmers can go hungry
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Figure 8-1:  Average Expenditures (2010 Prices and in thousand Naira) by Month of interview:  
September 2003-August 2004 and November 2009-October 2010

 Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10

119. By contrast, the pattern of purchased food expenditures is not so similar (Figure 8-1,
top right graph). These should be less affected by seasonality since also urban dwellers buy 
food. In 2010, yet, purchased food expenditure starts to fall from July (month 7) at a rapid pace. 
In 2004 expenditures start to increase from May (month 9). Comparing August 2004 (month 12) 
with August 2010 (month 10) the difference is striking; the former has increased from the 
beginning of the survey by 14% and the latter has decreased by 40%! Moreover, it is clear that 
the anomaly in 2004 is much more limited than the one in 2010. If we look at total food 
expenditures in 2004 (left graph on the bottom), the spike at the beginning is somehow reversed 
as the end value resembles that of the first month of interview. However, the decline of 
purchased food significantly affects total food expenditures and makes the series decline as well. 
Further, if we take into account that also non-food expenditures follow the same pattern, the 
decline affects the whole consumption aggregate too.

120. Since these expenditures are reported by a sample of households representing the 
population of Nigeria, it is natural to expect that there would be month-to-month 
variability in spending. In particular, the fact that the high spending happens to fall in the 
month of November and December, both of which are festive months for Muslims and 
Christians, respectively, would lend some credence to such an argument. However, the visual 
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inspection of the spending patterns by month suggests that this is not due to usual sampling 
variability. Rather it looks more systematic.  

121. These food and non-food spending by month of interview are all nominal values, 
therefore not corrected for monthly inflation. This renders the patterns even more unlikely 
because inflation alone would have led one to predict that nominal spending in the latter months 
of the survey year would report higher spending.  This would be especially the case for reported 
expenditure at the beginning and end of the survey since the months would have been separated 
by a year of double digit inflation. Therefore, the observation that nominal spending in October 
2010 is so much lower than nominal spending of November 2009 further corroborates the non-
random nature of this problem. This preliminary overview, thus, indicates a clear 
underestimation of 2010 consumption. 

122. Table 8-1 presents another important anomaly. The Engel’s relationship does not
seem to be upheld. GDP increased, poverty decreased, yet the share of total food consumption 
increased between 2004 and 2010 by about 6 percent and the share of  consumption from own 
production , normally associated with poor conditions and fragmented markets, increased by 4
percent. Looking at different geographical areas, the share of food consumption followed an 
unexpected trend. It increased in both areas where poverty reduced (South West and North 
Central) or increased (North East and West) but stayed put in South East and South-South.          

Table 8-1:  Share of  Consumption Components over Total
Area Purchased food Auto consumption Total food Education Health Total non food

2004       
   National 38.2 14.2 52.5 4.9 8.0 47.5 
   Urban  39.6 6.0 45.6 7.5 7.7 54.4 
   Rural  37.1 21.0 58.0 2.8 8.2 42.0 
   North central 26.5 22.7 49.3 6.4 9.2 50.7 
   North east 37.1 16.4 53.4 1.6 8.0 46.6 
   North west 42.1 14.8 57.0 1.1 5.7 43.0 
   South east 40.1 17.9 58.0 4.2 10.5 42.0 
   South South 41.8 11.6 53.4 5.5 8.5 46.6 
   South west 38.8 7.7 46.5 8.9 7.7 53.5 
2010       
   National  40.5 17.4 58.0 1.8 8.1 42.6 
   Urban  47.7 4.4 52.1 2.5 6.7 47.9 
   Rural  35.8 26.0 61.8 1.3 9.0 38.2 
   North central 35.6 26.2 61.8 0.8 6.0 38.2 
   North east 34.7 28.3 62.9 0.6 7.8 37.1 
   North west 35.9 26.7 62.6 0.8 8.4 37.4 
   South east 36.4 20.7 57.1 2.0 12.3 42.9 
   South south 43.2 9.5 52.7 2.8 8.9 47.3 
   South west 50.2 3.6 53.9 2.9 6.2 46.1 

Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10
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123. Figure 8.2 and Figure 8.3 complement the analysis by looking at the whole 
distribution. The analysis was done on total food and non-food expenditures. What is important 
to point out is that, compared to 2004, zones that reduced poverty did it thanks to an increase in 
food consumption:  for example North Central and South West. There is less variation in non-
food consumption. Those zones where the situation has worsened such as South East and North 
East faced a sharp decline in non-food consumption that in the case of North East offsets the 
positive gains coming from food consumption. What seems strange is that food and non-food 
consumption changes seem to move in the same direction only in South East, see no movement 
in South South, but for the rest of the zones, they move in opposite directions.       

Figure 8-2:  Cumulative Distribution of Food Expnditures: by Geographical Zones

 
1=North Central, 2= North East, 3= North West, 4=South East, 5= South South, 6=South West 

      Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10 
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Figure 8-3:  Cumulative Distribution of Non-Food Expnditures: by geographical zones

1=North Central, 2= North East, 3= North West, 4=South East, 5= South South, 6=South West 
               Source: Authors calculations based on NLSS 2003/04 and HNLSS 2009/10 

124. These spending patterns also suggested that caloric intake of households were far too 
low and appeared to be highly correlated with the month of interview. As noted in the 
review and update of poverty estimates at the beginning of this note, a household is considered 
food poor if it does not satisfy a caloric intake of 3000 Kcal per day per member in the 
household.  Table 8.2 shows the fraction of households with per capita Kcal of less than 1500 
and 2250 per day (columns 3 and 4), respectively. To get a sense of what these caloric intakes 
mean in Nigeria, the 1500 Kcal is just half of what is needed to be considered food poor in 
Nigeria. The 2250 is three-quarters of what is needed to be considered food poor. The table 
illustrates that according to the reported spending patterns almost 40 percent of the Nigerian 
households would not have satisfied even half of what is needed to be food poor in the last 2 
months of the survey.  By comparison in the first 2 months of the survey only one-third would 
have had less than half of the needed calories to be considered food poor.  More generally, the 
reported expenditure patterns suggest that average per capita calories for the household declines 
with time (something that should not happen under normal circumstances), and moreover, far too 
many people are predicted to be unable to meet their caloric intake. 
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Table 8-2:  Implied Caloric intake by Month of Interview

Source: Authors calculations based on HNLSS 2009/10
 
125. To summarize, there was an unexplained decrease in consumption in the HNLSS 
2010 that appears to be more pronounced towards the latter months of the survey. The 
pattern is unlikely to be due to chance or seasonality.  Spending on food and non-food at the 
beginning of the survey is substantially higher than spending at the end of the survey.  This 
significant drop in spending leads to the unusual result where almost half of the population 
would appear to be unable to meet even half of the caloric intake that is needed to escape food 
poverty. Also, the food and non-food share evolution does not seem to go in parallel with 
poverty and other well-being indicators. These results suggest that poverty levels for households 
at the end of the survey are probably overestimated, and these overestimates in general will 
overestimate overall poverty. 

126. Finally, one important element is worth mentioning. The fact that  we observed 
anomalies for the HNLSS 2010 does not mean that HNLSS 2004 did not suffer from 
similar anomalies or other anomalies that have not been flagged here. Rather, the diagnostic 
on HNLSS 2010 is done in part because we have a recent memory of this survey, and can 
identify some of the possible reasons for these anomalies in spending patterns, which can serve 
as useful lessons for future surveys. Using other source of information (see Section 4), it is 
possible to check if Nigeria poverty numbers using the HNLSS are overestimated because of the 
anomalies observed in the consumption data.  In Section 4, we discussed two methods. One 
involves using the GHS panel that also collected consumption from 5,000 households in 2010.  
The other involves examining what poverty levels will be predicted in 2004 and 2010 by the 
correlates of poverty such as assets that households hold.

Year
Month of 

survey
2009 11 0.27 0.49 3,050         
2009 12 0.26 0.46 3,103         
2010 1 0.27 0.54 2,610         
2010 2 0.37 0.62 2,426         
2010 3 0.40 0.60 2,518         
2010 4 0.42 0.64 2,478         
2010 5 0.35 0.56 2,539         
2010 6 0.34 0.61 2,524         
2010 7 0.38 0.63 2,278         
2010 8 0.39 0.63 2,256         
2010 9 0.42 0.67 2,206         
2010 10 0.38 0.64 2,333         

Average 
household daily 

calories per 
capita

Fraction of 
households with per 
capita daily calories 
less than 1550Kcal

Fraction of 
households with per 
capita daily calories 
less than 2250Kcal
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