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Abstract 

The study seeks to examine the effect Entrepreneurship practices on poverty among farmers in 
Jos, Nigeria.  The study covered small and medium scale farmer entrepreneurs within Jos North, 
Jos South and Jos East. A sample size of 518 was obtained from the population of 834 at 5% 
error tolerance and 95% level of confidence, using Simple Random Sampling. 505(97.5%) of the 
questionnaire distributed were returned while 13(2.5%) of the questionnaire distributed were not 
returned. self-structured questionnaire was used to collect data. The study conducted a pre-test 
on the questionnaire to ensure the validity of the instrument. Data collected were presented in 
frequency tables. Ordered Probit Analysis was employed based on the FGT and MPI measures of 
poverty. The study revealed that there is a negative relationship between poverty and health 
status, a reduction in the level of poverty will lead to improve health status among the farmers. 
The study recommends among other things that entrepreneurship practice intensity among the 
farmers be increase so as to help in improving their standard of living by reducing poverty 
through increased income resulting from high entrepreneurship activities.  
Keywords: Entrepreneurship practice, Health Status, Farmers, Ordered Probit and Nigeria. 
 
Introduction 

According to Ahmad and Hoffman (2007), entrepreneurship manifests itself in the 
economy in a variety of ways, with a variety of effects. These objectives are frequently linked to 
expanding job possibilities, eliminating economic disparities, or solving other social and 
environmental challenges, although they are also linked to the generation of financial gain. As a 
practice, entrepreneurship aims to uncover possibilities, improve goods and services for rational 
consumers, and profit as a return for taking investment risk (Izediuno, 2018). This definition 
demonstrates that entrepreneurship can accomplish a variety of goals at the same time. The 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development's (OECD) definition of 
entrepreneurship is mostly focused on business-related entrepreneurship, which reflects three 
major components (Ahmad and Hoffman, 2007).  

Entrepreneur is a person, and entrepreneurship is the mechanism by which that person 
operates. The formation and management of small businesses are frequently associated with 
entrepreneurship. In the United States, an entrepreneur is typically characterized as someone who 
begins a new, modest firm (Drucker, 1985). An agricultural entrepreneur, in the context of this 
study, is someone who engages in agricultural innovation with a focus on the value chain. Many 
individuals feel that entrepreneurs are born with certain abilities. Experts concur, however, that 
most entrepreneurs are not born; rather, the environment, training, family heritage, and other 
factors contribute to the growth of great entrepreneurs. 
The lack of inventing and copycat entrepreneurs in developing countries like Nigeria is one of 
the reasons for their backwardness, although they are abundant in industrialized countries. The 
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Schumpeter type, according to Baumol (1993), is an inventing entrepreneur, while the "Say" type 
is a firm organizing entrepreneur. Entrepreneurs are people who come up with concepts for new 
businesses, start them up, and then run them (Jena, 2014). An entrepreneur is a person who takes 
on the responsibility of organizing, managing, and assuming the risks of a firm. Even a little 
business unit is an entrepreneur, and entrepreneurship is what he does. (Eneji, 2014). 

In undeveloped countries, innovative entrepreneurs are scarce. Previously, developing 
countries relied heavily on developed countries for their manufacturing needs. However, they 
now intend to develop as soon as possible, which will necessitate the use of modern types of 
innovating and emulating entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs do not want to take a great risk, and they 
do not believe in making major changes until it is absolutely necessary for their survival. Instead, 
they continue to use their old methods, even if they are losing money. Industrial entrepreneurship 
accounts for around 15% of global industrial output in emerging countries. According to the 
(World Bank, 2003). Efforts are underway to increase the developing countries' contribution of 
global industrial output from 7% in 1974 to at least 25% by the year 2005. A.D. Entrepreneurs 
are business owners who attempt to generate value by recognizing and utilizing new goods, 
processes, or markets in order to expand economic activity and produce value. Entrepreneur is 
defined as a person who continually produces and invents to build something of recognized 
worth around identified chances (Oyedokun & Somoye, 2018). Also, according to Ogechukwu 
(2017), an entrepreneur is a person who starts a business and enters a market, as well as someone 
who undertakes some things and takes some risks. In conclusion, entrepreneurship emphasizes, 
among other things, creation, innovation, and risk-taking. Second, entrepreneurship is the pursuit 
of value creation through the promotion of economic activity, such as the identification of new 
products, practices, or markets through enterprising human activities. 
 

The ability of most people throughout the world to locally embrace health knowledge and 
technology that have been discovered and developed elsewhere now determines their health 
(Devdatta and Mikael, 2018). Major health status determinants that affect economic growth 
include life expectancy and infant mortality. As a result of the high level of poverty in 
developing economies, OECD nations with longer life expectancies and lower infant mortality 
rates have more economic progress and higher living standards than all other countries with 
lower rates of those variables. Unfortunately, economists have only recently recognized that 
health is a crucial component of human capital building, poverty reduction measures, and long-
term economic growth, and that gains in health can be justified solely on economic grounds 
(Devdatta and Mikael, 2018). 

Healthy people have more human capital, which has a favorable impact on individual 
productivity and returns on human capital, as well as poverty reduction. Better health boosts 
labor productivity by lowering disability, poverty, and the number of days lost due to illness, as 
well as boosting the chances of landing a better-paying job. Although good health is a form of 
human capital that has a favorable impact on poverty reduction and productivity, income also has 
a positive impact on health. The ability to earn more money allows for increased consumption of 
health-related products such as enough food, medicine, and health care, all of which help people 
live longer. The impacts of income on health, however, are not evenly distributed. Wealthier 
people can provide higher investments in health capital although the marginal benefits are largest 
among the poorest (Devdatta and Mikael, 2018) (Devdatta and Mikael, 2018) 

For accurate measurement, health status is a multifaceted term that necessitates the use of 
numerous indicators and approaches. Health surveys typically include a variety of indicators of 
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health state, such as single summarizing measures, questions about disease incidence and 
prevalence, and questions about functioning (physical, cognitive, emotional, and social) or 
impairment (Jennifer and Kassi, 2015). Measures of health status differ depending on whether 
they are based on objective data from standardized examinations or medical records, or on 
information provided by the individual or a proxy. Individual health surveys, in order to be most 
effective, should capture a variety of aspects of health status in order to provide a more 
comprehensive and complete assessment of health status than any single strategy could provide. 
Measures of health status should also be constructed to be useful in epidemiologic analyses of 
risk factors as well as for monitoring trends (Jennifer and Kassi, 2015) 

In health surveys, as well as surveys in other areas such as employment, income, or 
education, there is often interest in utilizing a single question to quantify health status. A 
prominent summary indicator of health state is the subject's self-assessment of his or her health 
status as excellent, very good, good, fair, or bad (Jennifer and Kassi, 2015). This metric has been 
found to be highly linked with other health indicators and to predict mortality and admission to 
long-term care facilities (Idler and Angel, 1990 as cited in Jennifer and Kassi, 2015). When used 
to track change over time, however, this metric might be troublesome. Contextual elements have 
been proven to influence how people judge different aspects of their health. The individual's 
judgment of his or her health status versus an unspoken criteria is implicit in self-perceived 
health status. The standard is defined by societal norms, but the norms and standards fluctuate in 
response to a range of circumstances (Jennifer and Kassi, 2015) 
Literature Review 

The entrepreneur is the focus of the second component of entrepreneurship. An 
entrepreneur, according to Ogechukwu (2017), is someone who continually develops and 
innovates in order to build something of recognized value around anticipated opportunities. An 
entrepreneur is a person who sees a business opportunity, pursues it, and feels that success is 
achievable in doing so. Entrepreneurs see issues as opportunities, according to (Nwokorie & 
Adiukwu, 2020). They then take action to find answers to these problems. An entrepreneur is 
someone who takes on some risks and sees opportunities that other business leaders don't see or 
care about. Thus, an entrepreneur has the ability to take the factors of production; land, labor, 
and capital to use them to manufacture new commodities and services. An entrepreneur can be 
an individual or group of individual. According to studies conducted by the Global 
Entrepreneurship Monitor, entrepreneurship has become an important tool for creating jobs and 
wealth, highlighting the link between economic growth and entrepreneurship (Acs, 2006; Barba 
& Atienza, 2018; Seuneke et al., 2013; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Thurik et al., 2008). 
Entrepreneurship is characterized as a multifaceted notion (Verheul et al., 2002), encompassing a 
wide range of economic actions ranging from "creative destruction" (Schumpeter, 1934) to the 
innovative production of additional value for an existing or "new firm" (Harbi and Anderson, 
2010). Entrepreneurship is also defined as an individual, a group of individuals, or an established 
firm attempting to start a new business or enterprise, such as self-employment, new business 
organization, or expanding an existing business (Global Entrepreneurship Monitoring Report, 
2014). More importantly, in recent times, entrepreneurship is seen as a pathway to reducing 
poverty and conflicts in developing countries (Bruton et al., 2013; Sutter et al., 2021; Tobias et 
al., 2013). 

All of these definitions sum up entrepreneurship as an attempt to generate value through 
the identification of business opportunities, risk management, and management abilities to 
mobilize the people, financial, and material resources reqired to be innovative..  
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Reasons for Developing Interest in Entrepreneurship as an Entrepreneur  

According to (Akpojevwe, 2002), some of the reasons provided for being an entrepreneur 
include: Entrepreneurs are their own bosses; they make their own business decisions; and they 
determine who to do business with and what work they will do. They select how long they will 
work, how much they will be paid, and whether or not they will take holidays. It also gives you a 
better chance of earning a lot more money than if you worked for someone else. It allows you to 
be a part of the entire business process, from concept to design and creation, from sales to 
business operations and customer service.  It comes with the dignity of being in charge. It allows 
a person to accumulate equity that can be preserved, sold, or passed down to the next generation. 
Entrepreneurship provides people with the opportunity to make a difference. The majority of 
new entrepreneurs contribute to the local economy. A select few contribute to society as a whole 
through their innovations. 

Agricultural Entrepreneurs  
Agricultural activity is no longer seen as a way of life, but as a business operation 

capable of changing rural living conditions, according to the concept of farmers as entrepreneurs. 
An agricultural entrepreneur is a farmer who begins a business in addition to his or her main on-
farm employment, where the activities are different from the typical farming operations of 
cultivating the soil, growing crops, and rearing livestock as the major source of income and 
livelihood (McElwee, 2004). Despite the fact that there have been numerous studies on 
entrepreneurship as an academic area (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Walter and Block, 2016), 
agricultural entrepreneurship study is still relatively new to many academics. Agricultural 
entrepreneurship has many definitions because it is a relatively new idea. It is frequently 
associated with self-employment and/or agricultural and non-farm activities that people engage 
in to support themselves (Eric et al., 2019) Agricultural entrepreneurship is described in this 
study as the adding of value to farm products by farmers who work in other non-farm businesses 
to supplement their income. According to (Venkataraman, 1997), "Entrepreneurship is an 
activity that involves the discovery, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities to introduce 
new goods and services, ways of organizing, markets processes, and raw materials through 
organizing efforts that previously did not exist" (Venkataraman, 1997), "Entrepreneurship is an 
activity that involves the discovery, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities to introduce 
new goods and services, ways of organizing, markets processes, and raw material through 
organizing efforts that Entrepreneurship is an important process by which new knowledge is 
converted into products and services (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000).  The word 'entrepreneur' 
comes from the French verb 'entreprendre,' which meaning 'to take on' (Landströn, 2019). In his 
seminal book "The Theory of Economic Progress," Joseph Schumpeter established the theory of 
entrepreneurship, identifying entrepreneurship as the primary engine of economic development, 
with innovation as a major component (Lordkipanidz et al., 2019). 

 
Enhancing and managing efficiencies in agricultural entrepreneurs  

Farmer-entrepreneurs must be adept at identifying and exploiting commercial 
opportunities. They must, however, be efficient in the use of resources, as well as in the 
transportation and selling of produce. Farmer-entrepreneurs are always looking for methods to 
enhance efficiency, minimize expenses, and boost output. It could be as simple as lowering the 
amount of money spent on equipment or seeking for lower-cost inputs that produce the same or 
better results. It could be as simple as switching to a less expensive production system. This may 
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imply abandoning one's usual routine, even if it has been in place for a long period. When 
switching production systems, there is a cost. Farmers must strike a compromise between the 
goal of improving productivity and the initial investment expenditure. This necessitates thorough 
research and consideration of factors such as acquiring fewer inputs and supplies, utilizing on-
farm resources (such as labor and waste products), and maximizing the utilization of equipment 
and technology. Another alternative is to split the risks and lower the costs of ownership. Sharing 
machinery ownership, for example, can minimize ownership expenses while also benefiting from 
improved mechanical technology. Farmers who have similar sized farms and produce similar 
goods benefit from shared ownership arrangements. Farmers agree to pay their own operating 
costs and share repair and maintenance costs proportionally to their land use under such 
agreements (regardless of where the machine breaks down). The savings in ownership expenses 
that arise from sharing are usually greater than any yield/income losses arising from mechanical 
operations delays imposed by sharing. David, 2013). 
Health Status 

For accurate measurement, health status is a multifaceted term that necessitates the use of 
numerous indicators and approaches. Health surveys typically include a variety of indicators of 
health state, such as single summarizing measures, questions about disease incidence and 
prevalence, and questions about functioning (physical, cognitive, emotional, and social) or 
impairment (Stewart and Ware, 1992, as cited in Jennifer and Kassi, 2015). Measures of health 
status also differ depending on whether they are based on objective data from standardized 
testing or medical records, or on data from the subject or a proxy. Individual health surveys, in 
order to be most effective, should capture a range of characteristics of health status in order to 
provide a more comprehensive and full assessment of health status than any single strategy could 
provide. Measures of health status should be designed to be useful in epidemiologic risk factor 
analysis as well as trend tracking. Jennifer and Kassi (Jennifer and Kassi, 2015). 

In health surveys, as well as surveys in other areas such as employment, income, or 
education, there is often interest in utilizing a single question to quantify health status. A 
prominent summary indicator of health state is the subject's self-assessment of his or her health 
status as excellent, very good, good, fair, or bad (Jennifer and Kassi, 2015). This metric has been 
found to be highly linked with other health indicators and to predict mortality and admission to 
long-term care facilities (Idler and Angel, 1990 as cited in Jennifer and Kassi, 2015). When used 
to track change over time, however, this metric might be troublesome. Contextual elements have 
been proven to influence how people judge different aspects of their health. The individual's 
judgment of his or her health status versus an unspoken criteria is implicit in self-perceived 
health status. The standard is defined by societal norms, but the norms and standards fluctuate in 
response to a range of circumstances. (Kassi and Jennifer, 2015; Paul, 2017). 

 

 Entrepreneurial health as human capital 

Researchers have committed significant resources to understanding health in 
entrepreneurship for nearly half a century, with the majority of their efforts focusing on 
examining disparities in health between entrepreneurs and employees and/or the general public 
Isabella and Haibo (2021). While we've learned a lot about how entrepreneurs' unique 
characteristics and work environment help them improve their health Stephan, 2018, new 
research suggests that entrepreneurs' mental and physical health may also have an impact on their 
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success (Gorgievski, Bakker, Schaufeli, van der Veen, and Giesen, 2010; Hessels, Rietveld, 
Thurik, and Van der Zwan, 2018). 

Individuals try to get compensated for their investments in human capital, according to 
human capital theory, therefore they try to maximize their utility given their human capital 
(Unger et al., 2011). As a result, entrepreneurs who have invested more in their human capital 
are more inclined to aim for greater entrepreneurial success than those who have invested less 
(Cassar, 2006), simply because they want to be compensated more for their capital investments. 
Entrepreneurial health as human capital, according to human capital theory, should lead to 
entrepreneurial success. 

32TFurthermore, entrepreneurial health should boost the ability to accomplish the 
entrepreneurial tasks that are crucial to productivity growth. To begin with, mental health can 
assist entrepreneurs in broadening their range of company ideas (Stephan, 2018) and 
strengthening their emphasis on opportunities (Gielnik, Zacher, and Frese, 2012), such as those 
for firm expansion (Rietveld, Bailey, Hessels, and van, 2018). Physical health has also been 
connected to increased inventiveness (Hatak & Zhou, 2021), which is linked to monetary success 
in business (Baron and Tang, 2011) and subjective well-being (Hatak & Zhou, 2021). (Helzer 
and Kim, 2021). 

Overview of Health Status in Nigeria 

According to the United Nations Population Division, less than 49% of Nigerians in rural 
regions have access to clean water and sanitation, compared to over 72% in urban areas (UNPD, 
2010). In remote locations, this could be due to a lack of essential social amenities and health 
facilities. For example, in Nigeria's northwestern region, which is known for its semi-arid 
climate, there is a severe drought, and over 90% of the population lacks access to safe, clean 
water (World Bank, 2010). In other parts of the country, where oil exploration activities take 
place, there have been reports of subsurface water pollution caused by oil spills and leaks, 
limiting access to safe, clean water (World Bank, 2010). 

Furthermore, with a population growth rate of 2.83 percent and an extraordinarily high 
crude birth rate of 40.20 births per 1000 people, compared to the global average of 20.18 births 
per 1000 people, Nigeria risks running out of health resources to meet the rising population 
(PRB, 2010). This has been cited by the World Health Organization (WHO) as a key threat to 
Nigeria's achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) (WHO, 2011). It should be 
emphasized that roughly 80% of the population survives on less than $1 per day (World Bank, 
2010). As a result, the impact of socioeconomic status on population health is suggested. 
However, the country's overall per capita health expenditure of US$50 is among the lowest in the 
world, with 80% of health spending coming from household out-of-pocket expenses, 
exacerbating the country's poverty (Federal Ministry of Health (FMOH), 2009). Despite its vast 
oil and gas reserves, the country has a GDP of only US$2070, which is lower than the regional 
average of US$2561 and the global average of US$10599 (Doern, 2016). As a result of the low 
amount of the budget allocated to health (just 3.5 percent of GDP) (World Bank, 2010). This can 
be argued to be responsible for the poor distribution of health infrastructures across the country, 
thereby predicting key health indicators in the country. 
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Entrepreneurship and health status 

  Researchers have spent a lot of time and money trying to figure out how to understand 
health in entrepreneurship, mostly looking at the variations in health between entrepreneurs and 
their employees and/or the broader population. Isabella and Haibo are a couple (2019). While 
we've learned a lot about how entrepreneurs' unique characteristics and work environment help 
them improve their health Stephan, 2018, new research suggests that entrepreneurs' mental and 
physical health may also have an impact on their success (Gorgievski, Bakker, Schaufeli, van der 
Veen, and Giesen, 2010; Hessels, Rietveld, Thurik, and Van der Zwan, 2018). 

Individuals try to get compensated for their investments in human capital, according to 
human capital theory, therefore they try to maximize their utility given their human capital 
(Unger et al., 2011). As a result, entrepreneurs who have invested more in their human capital 
are more inclined to aim for greater entrepreneurial success than those who have invested less 
(Cassar, 2006), simply because they want to be compensated more for their capital investments. 
Entrepreneurial health as human capital, according to human capital theory, should lead to 
entrepreneurial success. 

Furthermore, entrepreneurial health should boost the ability to accomplish the 
entrepreneurial tasks that are crucial to productivity growth. To begin with, mental health can 
assist entrepreneurs in broadening their range of company ideas (Stephan, 2018) and 
strengthening their emphasis on opportunities (Gielnik, Zacher, and Frese, 2012), such as those 
for firm expansion (Rietveld, Bailey, Hessels, and van, 2018). Physical health has also been 
connected to increased creativity (Akinola, Kapadia, Lu, and Mason, 2019), which is linked to 
monetary success in entrepreneurship (Baron and Tang, 2011) and subjective well-being 
(Akinola, Kapadia, Lu, and Mason, 2019). (Helzer and Kim, 2019). 

Methodology. 

This study employed the use of primary data and secondary data. The primary data were 
obtained from questionnaire while the secondary were collected from the Central Bank of 
Nigeria, National Bureau of Statistics, Bank of Industry, Small and Medium Enterprise 
Development Agency of Nigeria, Journals and Text books, internet etc. 

   
Model Specification 
Ordered-response models recognize the indexed nature of various response variables; in this 

study, the individual farmer’s health status is the ordered response. Underlying the indexing in 

this model is a latent but continuous descriptor of the response. In an ordered probit model, the 

random error associated with the continuous descriptor is assumed to follow a normal 

distribution.  

;           (1) 

 

*
i i iy x β ε= +
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Where   

(Error term is assumed to follow a standard normal distribution) 

 = latent and continuous measure of health status by individual patient  

 = a vector of explanatory variables such as poverty, level of education, average monthly 

income etc. 

  = a vector of parameters to be estimated, 

 = a random error term. 

The observed and coded discrete health status variable, , is determined from the 

Model as follows: 
 

 

Where the  ’s represent thresholds to be estimated along with the parameter vector b. 

Given the assumption that the error term is normally distributed, the probability of observing a 

particular value of y is 

                      (2) 

                                                                                        (3) 

Where 

 = individual, 

j = response alternative 

P ( =j) = the probability that individual  responds in manner j,  

= the standard normal cumulative distribution function.  

The ordered probit model to examine the association between health status and poverty is 

specified as; 
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The effect of poverty on health status is expressed as; 
              (4) 

                (5) 
Where 

HS= Health Status 

POV= Poverty 

PRY= Primary Education 

SEC=Secondary Education 

Result and Interpretation 
 The quantitative meaning of ordered Probit effect and the effects are measured in unit of 
probability. From the results, the probability that a respondent that visit public hospital will enjoy 
satisfied quality of healthcare less than a respondent from private hospital is 0.263. Similarly, the 
probability that a respondent that attend hospital owned either by government or group of 
individual will enjoy satisfied quality of healthcare less than a respondent who attend hospital 
owned by private individual is 0.0899 
Table 1: Ordered Probit Analysis of entrepreneurship practices, poverty and health status. 

  
FGT MPI 

Ordered probit regression Number of observation 504 504 

 
Wald chi2(7) 16.33 22.82 

 
Prob > chi2 0.0223 0.0018 

 
Pseudo R2 0.0201 0.0233 

Log pseudo likelihood  -478.88203 -477.33746 
 

Health Status MPI FGT 
MPI (Poverty Index) -0.361(-2.47)** -0.247(-1.96)** 
Education(Secondary) 0.232(1.98)** 0.338(2.55)** 
Education(Primary) -0.422(-1.35) -0.283(-0.91) 
Deprivation (Education) 0.799(2.38)** 0.543(1.73)* 
Very Low Entrepreneurship Index (Normalize) 0.297(1.89)* 0.365(2.26)** 
Low Entrepreneurship Index (Normalize) 0.068(0.49) 0.07(0.51) 
High Entrepreneurship Index (Normalize) 0.219(1.36) 0.221(1.39) 
Source: Computed from STATA 15, (2021) 
Note: ***, ** and * corresponds to 1%, 5% and 10% levels of significance. 

From the results as presented in table 1 the total number of observations, 505 were used in the 
ordered Probit analysis meaning that no missing values was recorded. The model was 
statistically significant as indicated by the likelihood ratio chi-square of 16.33 for FGT and 22.82 
for MPI with a probability value of 0.0223 and 0.0018 respectively. This imply that the null 
hypothesis that all 7 parameters of the explanatory variables are zero (which would imply that 

( , , , , )iHS f POV PRY SEC EPI ε=

0 1 2 3 4i i i i i iHS POV PRY SEC EPIα α α α α ε= + + + + +
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the ordered response models only comprise the three thresholds) can be rejected at any common 
significance levels. The coefficients of the variables, standard errors, z-statistic, associated 
probability values, and the 95% confidence interval of the coefficients are presented. 
Specifically, the increase in poverty as measured by MPI reduces the z score by 0.361 and 0.247 
by FGT at 5% level of significance. This indicates a negative relationship between poverty and 
health status. Also, a change from none education to secondary education increases the z score 
by 0.232 for MPI and 0.338 for FGT at 5% level of significance. Lastly, very low EPI increases 
the z score by 0.365 for MPI at 5% level of significance, indicating a positive association 
between entrepreneurship practices and health status. 

Table 2: The marginal effects of Ordered Probit  

Health Status FGT (Marginal Effect) MPI(Marginal Effect) 

 
Outcome 
1 

Outcome 
2 

Outcome3  Outcome 
1 

Outcome 
2 

Outcome 
3 

 Poverty Index 
0.038 
(1.89)** 

0.04 
(2.02)** 

-0.046 
(-1.99)** 

0.055 
(2.38)** 

0.059 
(2.45)** 

-0.066 
(-2.28)** 

Education(Secondary) 

-0.052 
(-
2.45)** 

-0.055 
(-2.65)*** 

0.063 
(2.69)*** 

-0.035 
(-
1.94)** 

-0.038 
(-
2.01)** 

0.042 
(2.07)** 

Education(Primary) 
0.044 
(0.91) 

0.046 
(0.91) 

-0.053 
(-0.91) 

0.064 
(1.34) 

0.069 
(1.35) 

-0.077 
(-1.35) 

Deprivation 
(Education) 

-0.084 
(-1.68)* 

-0.088 
(-1.77)* 

0.101 
(1.76)* 

-0.121 
(-
2.27)** 

-0.13 
(-
2.42)** 

0.145 
(2.36)** 

Very Low 
Entrepreneurship 
Index (Normalize) 

-0.057 
(-
2.13)** 

-0.059 
(-2.37)** 

0.068 
(2.29)** 

-0.045 
(-1.81)* 

-0.048 
(-
1.95)** 

0.054 
(1.91)** 

Low 
Entrepreneurship 
Index (Normalize) 

-0.011 
(-0.5) 

-0.011 
(-0.51) 

0.013 
(0.5) 

-0.01 
(-0.48) 

-0.011 
(-0.49) 

0.012 
(0.48) 

High 
Entrepreneurship 
Index (Normalize) 

-0.034 
(-1.33) 

-0.036 
(-1.41) 

0.041 
(1.34) 

-0.033 
(-1.31) 

-0.036 
(-1.38) 

0.04 
(1.32) 

Source: Computed from STATA 15, (2021) 
Note: Outcome 1, 2, 3 corresponds to Poor, Fair and Good, ***, ** and * corresponds to 1%, 
5% and 10% levels of significance. 

The marginal effects, which show the quantitative meaning of the ordered Probit partial effects, 
are measured in the unit of probability. The marginal effect results presented in table 2 show that 
increase in the poverty level as measured by FGT is 0.038 and 0.04 more likely to influence poor 
health status and fair health status, respectively than excellent health status, while a rise in 
poverty level is 0.046 less likely to influence good health status. The same analysis is recorded 
for the MPI poverty measure. Conversely, a move from none level of education to secondary 
education for FGT measure is 0.052, 0.055 less likely to influence poor health status and fair 
health status, respectively than excellent health status, while it is more likely to influence good 
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health status by 6.3 percent.  In the same vein, a change from very low EPI to very high EPI for 
FGT is 0.057 and0.059 less likely to influence poor health status and fair health status, 
respectively than excellent health status, while it is more likely to influence good health status by 
6.8 percent. For MPI poverty measure, the probability value for very low EPI is 0.048 and 0.054 
at 5% level of significance.  
 

Discussion of Findings 

In sub-Saharan Africa, for instance, the effects of agribusiness on poverty and health revealed 
that agriculture entrepreneurial growth impacted significantly on poverty and health status 
(Haggblade, 2011). In using the capability approach to determine how the rural poor can escape 
from poverty and have good health, a study found that age, gender, marital status, economic 
activity, and healthcare were key determinants of community and individual economic 
empowerment through which people’s capabilities helped to overcome poverty and have good 
health (Trommlerova et al; 2015). In the Henan Province of China, community-based land 
helped to support agricultural villages, leading to improvements in local living conditions (Li et 
al; 2014). It is therefore estimated that as more farmers become entrepreneurs in rural China the 
supply of public goods and services can be increased through voluntary contributions to reduce 
poverty. 
Specifically, this research shows that an increase in poverty as measured by MPI reduces the z 
score by 0.361 and 0.247 by FGT at 5% level of significance. This indicates a negative 
relationship between poverty and health status. Also, a change from none education to secondary 
education increases the z score by 0.232 for MPI and 0.338 for FGT at 5% level of significance. 
Lastly, very low EPI increases the z score by 0.365 for MPI at 5% level of significance, 
indicating a positive association between entrepreneurship practices and health status, that when 
the level of entrepreneurship practice increases, income will increase as well as improvement in 
the health status of the farmers. According to 32TStephan, 201832T distinctive characteristics of 
entrepreneurs and their task environment help them to improve their health status, in the opinion 
of 32TGorgievski, Bakker, Schaufeli, van der Veen, and Giesen, 2010 32T; 32THessels, Rietveld, Thurik, 
and Van der Zwan, 201832T entrepreneurs’ mental health and physical health may also have 
implications for entrepreneurial success leading to improve standard of living among the 
farmers.  

Conclusion and Recommendation 
The study also revealed that there is a negative relationship between poverty and health status. A 
reduction in the level of poverty will lead to improve health status among the farmers. According 
to objective five of this research work. The prospects of entrepreneurship practices among 
farmers if encourage include; ability to increasingly create employment opportunities, guarantee 
sustained food security, increase in the exportation of agricultural produce, potentiality of 
increasing foreign earnings, ability to improve the living standard of the farmers well as 
increasing the gross domestic products.  In the same vein, the study equally concluded that there 
is a negative relationship between poverty and health status among the farmers in the study area. 
A reduction in the level of poverty will lead to improve health status among the farmers. And 
this poverty reduction is due to increase in income as a result of entrepreneurship activities/skills 
of the farmers.  
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