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ABSTRACT

In Nigeria the sustainable agricultural development implications of the social relevance of externally-funded agricultural development strategies have intensified the debate about the wisdom of transnationally-funded agricultural development paradigms that are the hallmarks of agricultural strategies that started in the 1970s through the twilight years of the last century to the present. In addition, measures to remedy the identified challenges are recommended.
The paper is an exploration of the social relevance and sustainability of the externally-funded (FAO, IFAD, IMF, World Bank) agricultural development strategies of the Federal Government of Nigeria (FGN). The strategies include the famous agricultural development projects (ADPs) of the 1970s, national accelerated food production program (NAFPP) of the early 1980s, and the current root and tuber expansion program (R-TEP) and national special program for food security (NSPFS). Specifically the paper articulates the political, cultural, institutional and economic consequences of, these and other agricultural   development strategies on which the FGN and the FAO, IFAD, IMF and World Bank have had to collaborate. Considerations, such as unrealistic expectations (the quick-fix), suspicion of intentions of government, a wrong notion of extension, indigene-settler conflicts, and perception of development funds as a ‘share of the national cake’ on the part of farmers and conflict of interest among strategy implementers are elucidated.

1.0 Introduction
Until very recently, agricultural development was rather straightforward: communities were simply told what was next on the development agenda. Their choice was reduced to only take-it-or-leave-it. Control of authority and control of resources in the hands of a few individuals characterize centrally-planned and top-down agricultural development efforts. Major decisions about allocation of inputs and information dissemination are taken in settings far removed from the main theaters of action. The wind of change sweeping all over the world is encouraging communities to become the prime movers of the efforts to improve their economic and social well-being (Agritex, 1998). Results of development programs based on such paradigms tended to be poor, since target groups were not likely to feel a sense of ownership of externally-imposed ideas and practices. Governments and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) are increasingly recognizing the need to discard age-old paternalistic development strategies in favor of participatory approaches. Participatory development involves target groups directly in the design and implementation of their own development goals. Essentially, it is recognized that target groups are the owners and determiners of their development agenda.

All over the world people whose lives are affected in one way or another by development programs now expect or, even, demand to be included in the change process. People do not seem to be content any longer to sit idly by while some know-it-alls plan and plot their lives. People now demand to be included in the change process. 
Globalization which, in the main, is the closer integration of national economies and the removal of trade barriers entails the development of an international mass culture to standardize or, at least, homogenize social practices and culture. Consequently, Nigerian agriculture is not only heavily dependent on the West for machinery, agrochemicals and financing, but also for markets. 
 The rest of the paper articulates the political, cultural, institutional and economic consequences of the agricultural development projects (ADPs), national accelerated food production program (NAFPP), and the current national special program for food security (NSPFS) which, collectively, were harbingers of globalization.
2.0 Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs)

 The Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs) were the result of a bilateral agreement between the Federal Government of Nigeria and the World Bank in the 1970s. The projects were based on the phenomenal success of the Training and Visit (T&V) extension in some Asian countries at a time when accelerated agricultural production was considered a desperate need in Nigeria (Jibowo, 2005). The ADPs started with enclave projects at Anyangba and Lafia. The perceived success of these enclave projects led to the establishment of multi-state ADPs (MSADPs), covering all the country, including Abuja, the Federal Capital Territory.
At inception the mandate of the ADP included the following:

· Promotion of adaptive research. 

· Extension or transfer of useful technologies from technology-generating institutions to the farmer. 

· Supply of inputs (fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides, improved seeds and farm equipments. 

· Provision of rural infrastructure (roads, rural water supply).

Evaluations of the ADPs have pointed out key weaknesses in the strategy. At the root of these weaknesses is the problem of funding, due to the expensive nature of the T&V system of extension which requires an elaborate outlay of personnel to visit and train farmers on a regular basis (Chapman, 1987; Edache, 1997; Tahir, 2000).

2.1 Political and Cultural Factors

Government lack of political will to be committed to agricultural growth, occasioned by the cheap oil wealth and unbridled corruption has led to poor funding of agricultural development in Nigeria, including the ADPs. At inception the projects were funded jointly by the World Bank (32%), Federal Government (25%) and the State Governments (43%). Later, the share of the World Bank increased to 75 percent whereas that of the Federal and State Governments fell to 15 and 10 percent, respectively. The World Bank terminated its funding in 1995.

The top-bottom approach of the T&V has been notorious for alienating project beneficiaries, especially in an environment where government property is seen as no body’s business (Ejembi, 2006). Inadequate infrastructure and transportation facilities have also hampered the operations of the ADPs. Lack of good accommodation, electricity, hospitals and schools in the rural areas have led most extension agents to live in the towns and make long trips to meet with the farmers (Tahir, 2000). As a result of the foregoing, most farmers, particularly women, have no contact with extension agents (Ekumankama, 2000). Even where extension visits occur the quality of the service is doubtful, due to the poor training extension agents receive. Very often the technology recommended is either unavailable, or too expensive, for farmers to adopt. Timely and affordable credit that could have mitigated this is also grossly lacking (Imoh and Essien, 2005).

Green Revolution technologies thrive under large-scale operations. In Nigeria this has proved difficult due mainly to the prevailing land tenure system which allows for small holdings.
2.2 Institutional Factors

The World Bank was established for the reconstruction of infrastructure destroyed in Europe during World War II and not for the funding of the development of poor countries, a task for which it has proven to be ill-equipped and reluctant to perform (Stiglitz, 2002). The situation in which the World Bank sets the agenda for national agricultural development works against the interests of the country. The World Bank has its own goals and objectives which may conflict with those of a country, resulting in withdrawal of the Bank’s funding. This may be responsible for the erratic funding of the ADPs in Nigeria, where the projects were starved of funds, especially during particularly bad military regimes. The World Bank has been responsible for the one-size-fits-all approach to development, ADPs being just another of such approaches. 
The Bank’s hard stand against subsidies influenced the withdrawal of subsidy on key agricultural inputs, especially fertilizers. This has kept the commodity further out of the reach of farmers, and has affected yields. 
2.3 Economic Factors

Most Nigerian farmers are extremely poor, and cannot afford to apply the recommendations put forth by the ADPs. Prevalent illiteracy also sets limits on the types of media through which extension messages are disseminated. Another snag of the ADPs relates to the nature of the technology packages extended to farmers: improved seeds, fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, sole-cropping and others. These innovations are economically prohibitive for majority of small-scale farmers. Sole-cropping, which is the farming system mostly recommended for farmers who participate in ADP programs, is incompatible with the risk-prone complex system of poly-cultural agriculture practiced in Nigeria as in other parts of Africa. This is a sophisticated system of mixed cropping which guarantees the farmer’s survival even under adverse situations. This scenario is not envisaged in Green Revolution strategies.
Globalization has meant that knowledge and information about other parts of the World is available everywhere. Nigerian policy makers observed the success of the T&V system and its Green Revolution technologies in certain Asian countries and blindly went for it without first considering whether the socio-political, economic and, even, ecological contexts of Nigeria could support such a strategy.
 The ADP strategy in Nigeria was built on a faulty foundation, as result of which its sustainability was questionable from the outset and has been confirmed subsequently.

3.0 National Accelerated Food Production Program (NAFPP)

The NAFPP was conceptualized by the military regime and was launched in 1973. It was designed as a response to the then alarming decline in agricultural production traceable to the bitter Nigerian civil war. According to Idachaba (2006), it was a well-planned program for the introduction of new varieties of rice, maize, cowpea, cassava and others. to different agro-ecological zones. The program involved research institutes, universities and state ministries of agriculture. Deriving from foreign inspiration, the NAFPP was part of the military regime’s ad-hoc methods of agricultural management. The program was contracted out to the International Institute for Tropical Agriculture (IITA) which hired mostly expatriate scientists who directed their Nigerian counterparts at national and state levels on production plans for selected farmers (Nzimiro, 1984). The program was abruptly terminated when it was replaced by the military regime of Obasanjo in 1977 with Operation Feed the Nation (OFN). Certain factors account for the demise of the program. 
3.1Political and Cultural Factors

The first military coup in 1966 snowballed into the civil war, at the end of which Nigeria witnessed frequent changes in governments via coup d’tats. Given this unstable environment consistent and cumulative gains in agricultural policies and implementation were near-impossible. NAFPP was terminated by Obasanjo regime which took over from Mohammed after the coup of 1976. Were it not for that coup the program might have been continued and probably refined in time with the benefit of experience to meet the aspirations of the major stakeholders in the agricultural sector. 
A factor which is related to the one just discussed is the use of expatriates in the execution of the program. As Chambers (1983) has noted, Western scientists are not trained to conceptualize the problems of farmers in developing countries who are confronted by different sets of constraints from those faced by their Western counterparts.  
3.2 Institutional Factors

Ikpi (2001) has suggested that government involvement in agriculture was more of a burden to agriculture in Nigeria. This view gains credibility when the fantastic performance of farmers in the pre-independence era that witnessed governmental non-involvement is considered. Government involvement at least in the case of the NAFPP followed a global agenda of modernization that ignored the reality of the peasant farmers who were too poor to access the modern inputs and machinery the program sought to propagate. A more sustainable option would have been to strengthen the capacity of the farmers by listening to them and discovering their priorities.
A factor which is related to the one just discussed is the use of expatriates in the execution of the program. As Chambers (1983) has noted, Western scientist are not trained to conceptualize the problems of  farmers in developing countries who are confronted by different sets of constraints from those faced by their Western counterparts. Finally, the discovery of oil in the early 1970s served to discourage the government from investment in the agricultural sector. The OFN that replaced the NAFPP may have served only to hoodwink the public by giving an impression of investment in agriculture when in reality the government was executing a tactical withdrawal from any meaningful investment in agriculture. The OFN could better be seen as campaign rather than a project. It lacked in a workable plan and merely encouraged all Nigerians, including urban residents, to grow crops.
3.3 Economic Factors

Lack of commitment of both the federal and state governments resulted in poor funding leading to the gradual death of the concept. According to Oladele et al. (2004), although the program was well conceptualized to incorporate research, extension, input supply (agro service) and farmers in a participatory approach, the actual design and implementation had the flaw of being top-driown. In addition, the basic problem of not addressing the small-scale farmers, farming systems and practices contributed to the program being unsustainable (Nasko, 1989).

 4.0 Roots and Tuber Expansion Program (R-TEP)
 The Root and Tuber Expansion Project (RTEP) was designed to sustain the gains of the successful Cassava Multiplication Project (CMP) which was terminated in 1997 (Bello, 2004). The federal government had in 1985 sought assistance from the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) for a program to accelerate the production of cassava, when it became obvious that the yield of cassava had suffered a serious decline. 

The IFAD Assisted Cassava Multiplication Project achieved its major objectives and exceeded the set targets. It succeeded in lifting Nigeria from its fifth position in cassava production in the world to the first, within a period of five years and the country now produces about 35.0 million metric ton per annum (Bello, 2004). Consequently, the overall objective of the RTEP was to increase smallholder production of cassava and yam, as well as their end-products, and thus enhance national food self-sufficiency and improve rural household food security and income within the southern and middle-belt states of Nigeria (IFAD, 1999).

4.1Political and Cultural Factors

Conceived locally, the program and involves crops that are popular at the grassroots. Life in the rural areas revolves around these crops. Local capacity in the development of improved varieties and other technologies with regard to these crops is high. It is therefore easy to generate and sustain interest in the program. 

4.2 Institutional Factors
Government has demonstrated the will to secure for markets internationally and locally, especially for cassava products. An example is the policy that mandates flour mills in the country to include ten percent cassava flour in their products. The keen interest in the production of ethanol from cassava would also boost the program.

2.3 Economic Factors

Another strong point of the program lies in its use of the existing structures of the ADPs to carry out its mandate. This has obvious salutary implications of cost saving and rapid impact. It might also serve as a kind of revival for the ADP extension system that went comatose in many states of the federation. The success of the program could be seen in Nigeria’s prime position in world production of the commodity. Moreover, fears of sustainability are remote given that the high profitability and local expertise have enhanced farmer interest and competence.
5.0 National Special Program for Food Security (NSPFS)
The National Special Program for Food Security (NSPFS) was initiated in 2000 when the Nigerian government and the Food and Agriculture Organization signed a five-year agreement to achieve the objective of attaining food security in the broadest sense and alleviate rural poverty in Nigeria (Arokoyo, 2006). Accordingly, the focus of the NSPFS is a demand-driven participatory extension service premised on human capital development, including problem-solving, decision-making, management, leadership, group dynamics, accounting, and marketing, among others. 
Although based on the participatory extension strategy which entails participatory community needs assessment and planning, the group approach, project ownership, and capacity building, the NSPFS has had its share of political, cultural, institutional and economic constraints.
4.1 Political and Cultural Factors

As currently implemented, the federal government alone bears the total cost of the program, due mainly to the wrong notion on the part of local and state government officials that the intervention is just another ‘national-cake’ program, not requiring the contribution of the two lower tiers of government. This is an indication of the general unwillingness to share the cost of development projects and a manifestation of the dependency culture, which seems to be an integral component of African societies. But it has become very clear now that the federal government cannot afford the sole funding arrangement and an appropriate cost-sharing formula has been built into the expansion phase to ensure plural ownership and sustainability.

4.2 Institutional Factors
Although the NSPFS design is participatory in essence, it has been difficult for the program personnel – researchers and extension workers – to let go so that the communities could occupy the driver’s seat. It is necessary to intensify and sustain investment in capacity building to promote attitudinal changes in members of target communities, researchers and extensionists to play their roles in the development process.
Involving stakeholders directly in determining and implementing their development objectives represents major challenges not only for communities, but also for agricultural service providers and initiators of directed change programs. It simply is recognition of the fact that target groups are the determiners of their own fate. 

For agricultural change agents and organizations, this means a fundamental shift in the way they work. Instead of being mere disseminators of imposed concepts and technologies, they need to become catalysts, helping target groups achieve the objectives they have defined for themselves. It calls for a willingness to interact closely with social groups and communities, being better listeners and facilitators, and developing a responsive feedback mechanism between the community and change agents.  

In a society where elitism is firmly entrenched, change agents sometimes find it difficult to relate with the people whom they may regard. Differences in social status, education, and language may be barriers to effective social interaction between change promoters and their clientele. A willingness to unlearn old prejudices can be one of the most rewarding experiences for promoters of change, personally and professionally. Mutual respect between promoters of change and target groups is a basic condition for meaningful stakeholder involvement in development.

Being a facilitator requires that promoters of change need a new orientation from that of omniscience to being creators of an environment that engenders holistic learning and action by all who are involved in the development process. A major aspect of this challenge is actively listening to what other development partners have to say, rather just telling them what is deemed necessary and beneficial. Accordingly, rather than telling participating groups and communities what to do, their capacity to make informed choices should be enhanced.

4.3 Economic Factors

The concept of cost-sharing has been regarded as too stringent a condition by farm groups. It is stipulated that beneficiaries should pay ten percent of the cost of pre-designed enterprises, such as the marketing of grains, arable crop, poultry and fishery production as well as agricultural haulage and as much as 50 percent for mills, building construction and agricultural mechanization. It is also evident that some recommended enterprises are inappropriate for some agro-ecologic zones of the country. Target communities have found such enterprises too rigid and exclusive and, therefore, not adoptable.
Conclusion 

Sustainability in Nigerian agricultural development the political will to focus efforts and resources on the sector. A uniquely Nigerian strategy must emerge from an exhaustive summit of stakeholders in agriculture and the economy. Such a strategy must achieve a balance between national goals of increasing agricultural productivity, availability and affordability of adequate food and fiber to most Nigerians on the one hand and the welfare of farmers on the other. The success of RTEP demonstrates that the impact of globalization need not be negative if national interest is built into any engagement with global institutions, and the sustainability of such projects carefully considered. What jeopardizes sustainability is the blind copy-cat adoption of strategies without adaptations based on the country’s geo-physical, political, legal, socio-economic, and cultural and even historical peculiarities. For this to be possible, local socio-cultural, economic, ecological and historical factors must be closely scrutinized and factored into the planning and implementation process. 
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