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The ECOWAS agricultural policy and the quest for food security: assessing
Nigeria’s implementation strategies
Agaptus Nwozor and John Shola Olanrewaju

Department of Political Science and International Relations, Landmark University, Omu-Aran, Nigeria

ABSTRACT
The major objective of this study is to assess the complementarities of the measures adopted by
Nigeria vis-à-vis the Economic Community of West African States Agricultural Policy and the
Comprehensive Africa Agricultural Development Program (ECOWAP/CAADP). Within this context,
the study examines the extent to which Nigeria has leveraged its agricultural sector to roll away
food insecurity in terms of increased productivity and competitiveness. In 2003, African leaders
initiated the CAADP to revitalize and leverage the agricultural sector to drive development on
the continent. Consistent with the CAADP, the Economic Community of West African States
(ECOWAS) developed its agricultural policy named ECOWAP in 2005. In the same vein, Nigeria
developed a number of policy documents in line with the overarching thrusts of the ECOWAP/
CAADP to boost the productivity and competitiveness of its agricultural sector. This study
employs both primary and secondary data, which are analyzed through logical inductive method
to evaluate the extent to which Nigeria has achieved the ECOWAP/CAADP commitments. It finds
that despite the various programs evolved by the Nigerian government to leverage its enormous
agricultural potentials, the country is neither on track to achieving food security nor becoming a
major player in the global food market.
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1. Introduction

Food and nutrition security issues occupy a central place
on the global agenda for sustainable development.
Despite global efforts to ensure adequate availability of
food for the purpose of ending hunger and improving
overall nutrition of the people through the instrumentality
of sustainable agricultural practices, food insecurity is still
pervasive in Africa. FAO et al (2019) report that the food
situation in Africa has been most alarming since 2015 as
almost all the sub-regions have high prevalence of under-
nourishment (PoU). The steady increase in the prevalence
of undernourishment has tended to reverse the gains
recorded as at 2015 with the possibility of derailing the
projections for the attainment of zero hunger on the con-
tinent by 2030. This scenario, thus, constitutes a great
challenge to the continent and threatens the actualization
of Malabo Goals 2025 as well as the achievement of the
various benchmarks of Goal 2 of the Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDGs). Recent United Nations estimates put
the number of people suffering from chronic under-nutri-
tion in Africa at 257 million with sub-Saharan Africa
accounting for 237 million of this number (FAO and
ECA. 2018). This figure indicates a worsening food security
scenario. An analysis of the current figure of

undernourished people showed an exponential rise as
32.6 million more people slipped into undernourishment
in sub-Saharan Africa with more than half of this figure
residing in West Africa (FAO and ECA 2018).

The food security situation in West Africa is even more
alarming. It is estimated that between 36 and 40 million
people in the West African sub-region are food insecure,
which means that they suffer from both undernourish-
ment and chronic malnutrition. The prevalence of under-
nourishment rose from 10.4 percent in 2010 to 14.7
percent in 2018 (FAO et al. 2019). The picture is even
more dismal if the fast increasing population of the
sub-region with attendant expansion in food demand
and the reduction in food productivity are factored
into the equation. The total population of the West
African sub-region is projected to reach 420 million in
2020 (Zoungrana 2013). The projected population
growth would definitely widen the sub-region’s food
deficit and lead to the deterioration of its nutritional
status. This food security gap constitutes a great chal-
lenge to the sub-regional body, the Economic Commu-
nity of West African States (ECOWAS),1 in view of the
thrust of the Chapter 4, Article 25 of its treaty, which
recognizes agriculture and food security as one of the
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main areas of cooperation among member-states
(ECOWAS Commission 2010).

It was principally to deal with food insecurity and
achieve some level of food sovereignty that ECOWAS
floated its common agricultural policy, ECOWAP in
2005. The idea was to build on the tenets of the
ECOWAS treaty, the then Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) and the Comprehensive Africa Agricultural
Development Program (CAADP), as basis to mobilize sub-
regional collaboration to actualize food security. Thus,
the thrust of the ECOWAS Common Agricultural Policy
(ECOWAP) in tandem with CAADP centres on the pro-
motion of modern and sustainable agriculture that
would enhance productivity and competitiveness, guar-
antee food security and provide decent incomes to
farmers and other agricultural workers (ECOWAS Com-
mission n.d.; Crola 2015). The achievement of these
lofty objectives is anchored on regional integration,
which is driven by the harmonization of national inter-
ventionist plans in the agricultural sector.

A major mechanism for national buy-in to ECOWAP/
CAADP is the formulation and implementation of a
national agricultural investment plan (NAIP). Nigeria
has been making efforts in this direction. It has evolved
a number of programs aimed at restructuring the agricul-
tural sector to achieve two interrelated objectives,
namely to be food secure and to convert agriculture
into a major foreign exchange earner for the country.
The underlying idea is to diversify and boost the Nigerian
economy so that it would not be overly dependent on
crude oil for its foreign exchange earnings. Undoubtedly,
Nigeria has formulated and flagged off several agricul-
tural programs even before the articulation of continen-
tal agenda for agriculture.

Although there is an appreciable number of studies on
food security in relation to Africa and the West African
sub-region, their focus tends to be general and with
emphases on manmade or nature-induced impediments
to achieving food sufficiency and sovereignty on the con-
tinent (Sasson 2012; Jalloh et al. 2013; Mbow et al. 2014;
Bini 2016). Studies with narrower focus on countries in
the West African sub-region as well as Nigeria have
often evaluated food security within the context of
national and subnational efforts at food production
without holistic linkages to sub-regional and continental
agricultural initiatives and policies (Abu 2012; Dupraz
and Postolle 2013; Simson and Tang 2016; Bini 2016;
Nwozor, Olanrewaju, and Ake 2019). Thus, there is a
dearth of studies on how sub-regional and continental
agricultural initiatives have affected the trajectory of gov-
ernment policies on agricultural productivity and by
extension the prospects of leveraging on agriculture to
achieve food security and roll back poverty.

This paper undertakes the key task of assessing the
complementarities of the measures that Nigeria has for-
mulated and implemented under the auspices of its
national agricultural programs vis-à-vis the overall objec-
tives of ECOWAP/CAADP. Furthermore, the paper evalu-
ates the extent to which Nigeria’s subscription to the
tenets of ECOWAP/CAADP has driven its national pro-
grams in agriculture and food security as well the
overall contributions of these programs to the actualiza-
tion of food security in the country. The important contri-
bution of this paper in line with its key problematique of
assessing the trajectory of Nigerian government’s policy
towards food security within the context of ECOWAP is
the finding that there is a disconnect between expec-
tations and outcomes in terms of meeting both national
and sub-regional food security goals. Thus, despite the
various programs evolved by the Nigerian government
to leverage its enormous agricultural potentials in the
implementation of ECOWAP/CAADP, it has not met the
critically important minimum benchmarks in the key
areas necessary to modernize its agricultural sector and
thus achieve food sufficiency and security.

The paper is structured into 6 sections. While section 1
introduces the problematique of the paper and the
knowledge gap it envisages to fill, section 2 presents
an overview of ECOWAP/CAADP. A brief literature
review is captured in section 3. The methodology is dis-
cussed in section 4. The assessments of findings and
results are presented in section 5. Finally, Section 6 con-
cludes and presents relevant policy implications.

2. Brief overview of the ECOWAP/CAADP

The discussions that eventually crystallized into the
ECOWAS Agricultural Policy (ECOWAP) started in the
early 2000s and involved a wide spectrum of stake-
holders ranging from ECOWAS member-states, sociopro-
fessional actors, civil society organizations and
development partners. Thus, ECOWAP is a product of
broad dialogues that emerged from a thorough review
of the sub-region’s agricultural sector, its development
potentials, its areas of strength and weakness. The dis-
cussions on all of these issues were tailored to deal
with the challenges faced by the agricultural sector,
with a view to transforming it into an engine of econ-
omic growth, and a sustainable means of eradicating
poverty and achieving food and nutrition security in
the sub-region (ECOWAS Commission 2009; Badiane,
Odjo, and Wouterse 2018). Thus, at the twenty-eighth
ordinary session of the conference of the ECOWAS
Heads of State and Government held in Accra, Ghana,
on 19 January 2005, the decision to adopt the ECOWAP
document was taken.
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The ECOWAP is integrally linked to the Comprehensive
Africa Agriculture Development Program (CAADP) of the
NEPAD. The CAADP was adopted by the African Union
Heads of State and Government (AUHSG) in 2003 in
Maputo. The key target of the CAADP is to revitalize the
agricultural sector of African states so that it can achieve
6 percent growth in productivity. Themajor responsibility
of African states is to devote at least 10 percent of their
annual national budgets to agriculture within 5 years.
The CAADP is envisaged to be driven by sub-regional
groups through the instrumentality of regional and
national agricultural investment plans (RAIP/NAIPs). The
ECOWAS facilitated the development of NAIPs among
its 15 member-states in the sub-region using a common
framework. The essence of evolving a standardized fra-
mework was to ensure that issues transcending national
borders received adequate attention (NEPAD 2003;
ECOWAS Commission 2009; Staatz, Diallo, and Dembélé
2017). Thus, the ECOWAP is not only the sub-regional
instrument for the implementation of CAADP in West
Africa but also a unified framework to facilitate planning
and intervention in the agricultural sector.

The five pillars outlined by CAADP to undergird the
actualization of agricultural growth on the continent
include the following: (i) land and water management;
(ii) improvement in rural infrastructure as well as trade-
related capacities in order to access the market; (iii)
reduction of hunger through increased food supply; (iv)
investment in agricultural research, including dissemina-
tion and adoption of technology; and, (v) pursuit of sus-
tainable development of livestock, fisheries and forestry
resources (NEPAD 2003; ROPPA and ECDPM n.d; Kolavalli
et al. 2010). Although the CAADP document had only
four pillars, however, there was a fifth pillar dealing
with the development of livestock, fisheries, and forestry
resources, which is sometimes referred to as CAADP
2. This fifth pillar was a product of the ‘recommendation
of the AU Heads of State [and Government] during a pre-
adoption discussion of the program in Maputo in July
2003’ (Kolavalli et al. 2010, 1). The justification for
CAADP focusing on these areas was based on the
depth of the crisis in the agricultural sector in Africa
and the need to prioritize actions that would make ear-
liest difference while making use of existing knowledge,
capacity and institutional arrangements (NEPAD 2003).

These pillars provided the basis for the vision of the
ECOWAP, which was to birth a modern and sustainable
agriculture anchored on the private sector (ECOWAS
Commission 2009). The projection of ECOWAP was that
the modernization of the agricultural sector would make
it not only productive and competitive but also engender
such rewards as food security and better quality of life as a
result of commensurate remunerative incomes for the

sector’s workers (ECOWAS Commission 2009). The
various aspects of continental commitments as outlined
in the CAADP have been undergoing continuous scrutiny,
modifications and reaffirmation. This is demonstrated by
numerous declarations and the annual CAADP Partner-
ship Platform that serves as a continental forum for
addressing the challenges faced by the agricultural
sector in order to keep the goal of consolidating and
accelerating its transformation in Africa on track (Kolavalli
et al. 2010; AU Commission 2017; Hendriks 2018).

Based on the vision of ECOWAP/CAADP to modernize
agriculture for long-term productivity, it developed the
broad objective that aimed at making four-pronged con-
tributions, namely, satisfy the food requirements of the
population, contribute to socioeconomic development,
reduce poverty in the sub-region and deal with inequal-
ities among countries. Seven specific objectives were
derived from this broad objective and they dealt with
issues ranging from achieving food security and sover-
eignty by reducing food dependency; integrating produ-
cers into markets for enhanced remunerative incomes
for agricultural workers; intensifying the production
systems; reducing the vulnerability of West African econ-
omies to adopting appropriate funding mechanisms.
These specific provisions in the ECOWAP/CAADP docu-
ments were expected to spawn uniformity in the policy
thrusts of the NAIPs produced by member-states.

The operationalization of ECOWAP/CAADP at the
regional level targeted six themes, which included (i)
management of water; (ii) management of shared
natural resources; (iii) development of farms in sustain-
able ways; (iv) development of markets and supply
chains; (v) prevention and management of food crises
and other natural disasters; and (vi) institutional
strengthening (ECOWAS Commission 2009). However,
these themes were revised following the adoption of
the Regional Initiative for Food Production and the
Fight Against Hunger by the Heads of States in June
2008. The necessary consequence of this was the rejig-
ging of intervention priorities leading to the formulation
of three mobilizing and federating programs. These pro-
grams included the promotion of food sovereignty by
developing strategic food value-chains; the promotion
of regional agricultural development; the reduction of
vulnerability to food crises and the promotion of
access to food in a stable and sustainable way
(ECOWAS Commission 2009).

At the 23rd ordinary meeting of the AU Assembly in
Malabo, Equatorial Guinea between 26 and 27 June
2014, a new declaration in the furtherance of continental
commitment to agricultural development was adopted
and that was how the 2014 Malabo declaration was
birthed. The Malabo declaration incorporated the
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various thrusts of development initiatives being pursued
by African leaders. Essentially, the Malabo declaration
was a reaffirmation of, and recommitment to, African
development. The Malabo declaration has seven areas
of commitments, namely, renewed dedication to the
principles and values of CAADP, pledge to end hunger
and halve poverty in Africa by the year 2025 through
the instrumentality of inclusive agricultural growth and
transformation. Other commitments include: boosting
intra-African trade in agricultural commodities and ser-
vices, enhancing the resilience of livelihoods and pro-
duction systems to climate-related risks, and ensuring
mutual accountability to actions and results through a
systematic regular review process (AU 2014). With the
Malabo declaration, assessment of sub-regions and
countries are now based on their progress in the seven
commitments.

3. Brief literature overview

Food plays a central and important role in human exist-
ence, as it constitutes one of the basic essentials of life.
Thus, providing access to food to citizens is one of the
important functions that contemporary governments
are expected to guarantee to ensure societal mainten-
ance. It is now generally recognized that freedom from
hunger constitutes part of basic rights to which human-
ity is entitled (Beuchelt and Virchow 2012). As a result of
this recognition, the global community has been paying
great attention to issues of food and nutrition security as
exemplified by the prominence given to it in both the
MDGs, SDGs and Agenda 2063 (Molteldo et al. 2014;
AU 2015; Pradhan and Rao 2018).

Food security as a concept has attracted a lot of scho-
larly interest and in the course of its dissection, various
divergent meanings have been attributed to it (Vance
2018). Before food security came into popular usage in
the 1990s, the emphasis was on food self-sufficiency
(Sasson 2012). The multiple divergences in the conceptu-
alization of food security have led some scholars to con-
sider it analytically unhelpful and thus, advocate its
replacement with the concept of food sovereignty (Mol-
teldo et al. 2014; Vance 2018). Food sovereignty empha-
sizes the right that communities, peoples and states
possess to evolve their own policies on food and agricul-
tural practices (Beuchelt and Virchow 2012). According to
Vance (2018), the value of food sovereignty is its encom-
passing character and preoccupation with questions of
economic and cultural control over food systems. The
whole thrust of food security centers on meeting basic
criteria of availability, accessibility, utilization and stab-
ility irrespective of whether the food is produced

locally, imported or provided through humanitarian
food aid arrangements (Sasson 2012; Gibson 2012).

In recent times, the meaning of food security has
expanded with emphasis placed on the nutritional
aspects of food security by the international community.
This emphasis has thrown up such terms as ‘food security
and nutrition’ and ‘food and nutrition security’ (FAO
2012; Capone et al. 2014). Molteldo et al. (2014) have
pointed out that the difference in these two concepts
is that while food security and nutrition is ‘used to dis-
tinguish between actions needed at the global, national,
and local levels from actions needed at the household
and individual levels’, food and nutrition security under-
scores nutrition considerations throughout the food
chain. Thus, food and nutrition security is now used
and it is assumed to exist

when all people at all times have physical, social and
economic access to food, which is safe and consumed
in sufficient quantity and quality to meet their dietary
needs and food preferences, and is supported by an
environment of adequate sanitation, health services
and care, allowing for a healthy and active life. (FAO
2012, 8)

Food insecurity is much more than hunger as it encap-
sulates various nuances of deprivation. According to FAO
et al (2019), the main indicator deployed to monitor pro-
gress made with respect to the eradication of hunger in
the world is the prevalence of undernourishment (PoU).
Within the context of PoU, people could experience mod-
erate or severe food insecurity. Moderate food insecurity
encompasses uncertainties about sourcing food, incon-
sistent access to food, diminution of dietary quality and
disruption of established eating patterns. It refers gener-
ally to situations, within the year, in which people have
inconsistent access to food with the consequence that
the quality and/or quantity available to them may not
keep up with their nutritional requirements and therefore
their overall wellbeing. Severe food insecurity refers to
extreme situations where people run out of food, which
leads to unavailability of food with the likelihood that
they go without food for periods of time. This situation
jeopardizes their health and puts their overall well-being
in serious danger. FAO et al. (2019) estimate that 26.4
percent of the global population or 2 billion people
experience a combination of moderate and severe levels
of food insecurity.

The food dependence of many developing countries
has increased exponentially. Africa is worst hit consider-
ing that it accounts for, at least, one-fourth of the total
number of underfed population in the world (Sasson
2012). For decades, the agricultural sector in Africa has
been witnessing serious downward trend as agricultural
production per capita declined and policy interventions
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proved to be grossly inadequate or inappropriate to
reverse the trend (Sasson 2012; FAO et al. 2019). The
African situation is equally reflected in its sub-regions,
including West Africa. In order to deal with the situation,
African leaders evolved the Comprehensive Africa Agri-
cultural Development Program (CAADP) in 2003
(NEPAD 2003). The idea of CAADP is motorized by the
centrality of agriculture in the matrix of livelihood in
Africa: most of Africa’s population are, more or less,
dependent on agriculture for their livelihood. The rel-
evance of the agricultural sector is underscored by its
contributions to the economies of African countries as
it employs about 60 percent of the population and
accounts for some 20 percent of the continent’s gross
domestic product (GDP) as well as provides more than
10 percent of the export revenues (Sasson 2012). Thus,
fostering agricultural growth is central to continental
development strategies aimed at reducing poverty and
hunger and boosting the quality of life of the people
(Brzeska et al. 2012).

Essentially, CAADP embodies the continental commit-
ment to reducing poverty, hunger and malnutrition
through the instrumentality of agriculture-led growth.
Thus, it is envisaged to serve as a framework that coordi-
nates, complements and adds value to national and
regional strategies targeted at developing agriculture
(Kolavalli et al. 2010). One of the major principles of
CAADP is the projection of the benchmark of 6 percent
annual growth rate in agriculture through the allocation
of 10 percent of the national budget to the agricultural
sector (NEPAD 2003; Brzeska et al. 2012).

Despite the overall importance of agriculture to the
economies of countries of West Africa, the sub-region
suffered the same declining productivity in the agricul-
tural sector, which underpinned the motivation for the
launch of ECOWAP by West African leaders. The agricul-
tural sector provides employment and livelihood to 60
percent of the population of the West African sub-
region. It also accounts for 16.3 percent of exports and
35 percent of the sub-region’s domestic product
(ECOWAS Commission 2009; Dupraz and Postolle 2013).
Notwithstanding the potentials of agriculture, its contri-
butions to the economies of West African countries
have been suboptimal. The agricultural sector has not
been well-positioned to produce sufficient levels of
food resources, both in quantity and quality, to meet
national requirements necessary to achieve food secur-
ity. Thus, most countries in the sub-region rely on food
importation to bridge the shortfalls.

The ECOWAP represents a regional strategy to
strengthen agriculture bearing in mind its importance in
enhancing poverty alleviation and ensuring food security.
The ECOWAP initiative recognized that for agriculture to

contribute to boosting the sub-region’s economies the
hindrances posed ‘by small markets, inefficient transpor-
tation and communications infrastructure and lack of irri-
gation, technical know-how and financial resources’
must be resolved (Olayiwola et al. 2015, 32). Thus, the
major themes of the framework of ECOWAP revolve
around three key issues, which include: to increase pro-
ductivity and competitiveness of agriculture to achieve
food security and alleviate poverty; implement trade
regimes that would take advantage of the sub-region’s
large market and thus allow for economies of scale; and
to adapt the trade regime to relations with other regions
such that the sub-region would be well positioned in
global trade negotiations (Jalloh et al. 2013; Olayiwola
et al. 2015). Under the auspices of ECOWAP/CAADP, a
regional action plan with six priorities was drawn for
joint implementation by West African countries through
their national agricultural investment plans (NAIPs)
(Jalloh et al. 2013).

In furtherance of the ECOWAP/CAADP regional action
plan, Nigeria has formulated a number of programs to
reorganize its agricultural sector and place it on the
path of productivity. Despite the potentials of agriculture
to boost Nigeria’s economy, it has not been sufficiently
productive (Hassan et al. 2013). While Nigeria had
relied on the agricultural sector for its foreign exchange
earnings in the immediate post-independence period in
the 1960s, the oil boom of the early 1970s led to policy
neglect of the agricultural sector, which railroaded the
Nigerian economy into being oil-dependent. The
neglect of the agricultural sector has had serious conse-
quences on the Nigerian economy ranging from lack of
modernization of the sector, dependence on food impor-
tation, rise in poverty to food insecurity and malnutrition
(Diao et al. 2012; Smith 2018; Nwozor, Olanrewaju, and
Ake 2019).

Nigeria has designed a number of strategies to take
advantage of its highly favorable agro-ecological con-
ditions and accord agriculture a place in its development
agenda. The overall aim is to accelerate agricultural
growth with expectations of positive multiplier effect on
food security, nutrition, and livelihood expectations. In
addition to the National Economic Empowerment Devel-
opment Strategies (NEEDS) and the National Food Secur-
ity Program (NFSP), there have been a number of
presidential initiatives on cropmodifications and improve-
ments with such crops as cassava, cocoa and rice among
others receiving utmost attention (Diao et al. 2012).

4. Methodology

This study employed both primary and secondary data in
assessing Nigeria’s implementation strategies of the
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priorities contained in the ECOWAP/CAADP. The primary
data were generated from key informant interviews
(KIIs). The study used two genres of non-probability
sampling methods, namely snowball and convenience
sampling to determine the key informants. While the
snowball sampling technique (identifying initial respon-
dents and drawing on their own networks based on
their recommendations to expand the total number of
respondents) was used to draw experts from relevant
government ministries, convenience-sampling tech-
nique (choosing participants based on their easy accessi-
bility, ready availability and convenience) was used to
select other interviewees. In total, ten experts were inter-
viewed comprising four officials of the Federal Ministry of
Agriculture and Rural Development and six experts
chosen from higher institutions of learning. Semi-struc-
tured question format was the interview instrument
used to elicit responses from the respondents. This pro-
vided the respondents the opportunities to elaborate on
their answers where necessary.

The secondary data for this study were generated
from archival materials ranging from government gaz-
ettes relating to agricultural policies, documents from
relevant intergovernmental organizations, journal
articles, textbooks and relevant web-based materials.
The data generated were analyzed using logical induc-
tion method.

5. Discussion

(i) Policy Affinity: The Content and Programmatic
Concerns of ECOWAP/CAADP and Nigeria’s Agri-
cultural Policies

The aggregated West African sub-regional data have
shown improvements in the agricultural sector since
the ECOWAP/CAADP was flagged off. Between 2005
when the ECOWAP was midwifed and 2014, data
showed significant increases in agricultural productivity.
Within this period, several crops such as cereals, maize
and rice recorded high productivity. According to FAO
(2016), more positive results were recorded in the pro-
duction of strategic crops such as cereals which achieved
productivity increase of about 21 percent, rice paddy
production, which increased by about 96 percent and
maize production, which rose by about 68 percent.
However, there were mixed results for the roots and
tubers as well as the livestock and fisheries sub-sectors.
Notwithstanding the encouraging aggregated data for
the sub-region, important disparities among West
African countries in terms of food production were
evident (FAO 2016).

The ECOWAP/CAADP mandates member-states to
design and implement a national policy to boost the pro-
ductivity and competitiveness of their agricultural sector
under the aegis of the National Agricultural Investment
Plan (NAIP). Nigeria subscribes to the ECOWAP/CAADP
vision of boosting its agricultural sector as it possesses
the right combination of resources to achieve more
than 6 percent growth in this sector. Out of Nigeria’s
total landmass of 92.4 million hectares, about 79
million hectares are arable and only 32 million hectares
are under cultivation (FMARD 2010). Apart from the
desire to diversify its oil-dependent, monocultural
economy, there were several other factors that made
agriculture an escapable policy choice for the Nigerian
government. These included the potential of agriculture
to contribute to alleviating the unemployment chal-
lenge, and the need to tackle the food insecurity and
undernourishment in the face of burgeoning population,
deepening poverty profile and unsustainable food
import bill (CBN 2011).

Successive administrations in Nigeria bought into the
ECOWAP/CAADP vision and pursued various national
programs in which they integrated its core priorities.
Thus, Nigeria has developed some strategic plans
under the auspices of NAIP, with the latest national agri-
cultural plan designed to span between 2016 and 2020.
The administration of Umaru Musa Yar’Adua (2007-2010)
had initiated a Seven-Point-Agenda (SPA) to drive
national economic growth and development. A critical
component of the agenda was food security and agricul-
ture.2 In other words, the Federal Government made
agriculture one of the seven major pillars of its strategic
vision to revitalize the national economy for growth and
development. Out of the SPA, the focus on agriculture
was consolidated into the 5-Point Agriculture Agenda.
The challenges faced by the Nigerian economy,
especially those of diversification, poverty alleviation
and generation of employment opportunities, placed
agriculture at the epicenter of any genuine quest for
the revitalization of its economy.

The Yar’Adua administration envisioned agriculture to
play a critical role in four dimensions, namely, facilitate
the attainment of national food and nutrition security;
increase agricultural productivity; contribute to employ-
ment generation and boost the income of workers in
the agricultural sector; and ensure massive reduction in
food importation as well as boost the country’s exports
profile (FMARD 2010; Gadzama 2013). Although the
SPA did not have a specifically dedicated document to
drive its implementation, the global food crisis of
2007–2008 led to the development of the National
Food Security Program (NFSP) document in 2008. The
NFSP document was essentially developed to address
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food deficit and insecurity in the country, including the
entire agriculture value-chain for crops, livestock and
fisheries. The NFSP was a comprehensive and encom-
passing program as it incorporated and accommodated
the thrusts of MDGs on poverty reduction, the CAADP
principles and the agriculture and food security focus
of the SPA (Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Water
Resources 2008). The National Food Security Program
(NFSP), with its broad concern of significantly improving
Nigeria’s agricultural productivity, formed the basis for
Nigeria’s NAIP.

Technically speaking, the first NAIP by Nigeria in pursuit
of ECOWAP/CAADP was developed in 2010 with projec-
tions to guide the country’s agricultural development
between 2011 and 2014. It addressed the broad spectrum
of the agriculture value-chain for crops, livestock (includ-
ing poultry) and fisheries (FMARD 2010). Its key emphases
were anchored on five core components consisting of:
enhancement of agricultural productivity; support to com-
mercial agriculture; land and water control; linkages and
support to inputs and products markets; and program
coordination, monitoring and evaluation. In order to
achieve the goals of NAIP, two strategies were recognized,
namely the medium-term sector strategy (MTSS) compris-
ing all projects that would be initiated, funded and exe-
cuted by the representatives of the Nigerian
government; and, the partnership programs, which com-
prised projects fully or partly financed by donor agencies
and executed by them fully or jointly with the govern-
ment and the private sector. The overall agricultural devel-
opment targets were listed to include: reducing poverty
level by 50 percent from its 2006 level by 2015; reducing
the proportion of under-nourished people by 50 percent
from its 2006 level by 2015 and achieving real agricultural
GDP growth rate of at least 8 percent per annum (FMARD
2010).

NAIP and its expected outcomes were superseded by
the Agricultural Transformation Agenda (ATA) as the key
program for the agricultural sector. The implementation
of ATA at both the national and state levels replaced the
NAIP as the medium term plan of the government for the
period, 2011–2015 and attempts to merge the NAIP and
the ATA were unsuccessful. What really transpired that
led to these policy changes was the death of Umaru
Yar’Adua. It was through his SPA that the 5-Point Agricul-
ture Agenda came into existence and contributed to the
formulation of NAIP. He was still the president when all
the formalities for NAIP were completed and at his
demise on 5 May 2010, his deputy then, Goodluck
Jonathan completed his tenure, which expired in 2011.
While completing the tenure of Yar’Adua, Jonathan felt
obligated to continue with his policies. However, that
was to change in 2011, when Jonathan secured a

mandate through the ballot box to be president. Thus,
the new mandate brought changes, including new
policy trajectories in the agricultural sector. Jonathan
floated a new agricultural policy, the ATA, which replaced
NAIP. Our respondents argued that what principally
motivated the change was the quest of the Jonathan
administration to appear original and take all accolades
that might accompany a successful implementation of
the policy.

The Agricultural Transformation Agenda was
launched in 2011 as the flagship of Nigeria’s efforts at
restoring the agricultural sector to the driver’s seat in
the country’s economy. The ATA was envisioned to
provide the needed platform to realize food and nutri-
tion security as well as generate employment and trans-
form Nigeria into a major food producer in global
context (FMARD 2011). The ATA was a departure from
the way in which previous policy instruments conceptu-
alized government intervention in the agricultural sector.
It conceived agriculture as a business and not a develop-
ment project and as such the primary role of the govern-
ment would be to create an enabling environment for
the private sector leadership in providing all the necess-
ary inputs and services (FMARD 2011; ROPPA/ECDPM
n.d.). As a result of this change in orientation, the ATA
undertook the restructuring of the protocol for fertilizer
procurement and distribution, marketing institutions,
financial value-chains and agricultural investment frame-
work through six major institutional frameworks (FMARD
2011). Table 1 below displays the six major operational
components of ATA. These components targeted
various aspects of the agricultural sector and had key
deliverables and projected outcomes.

The ATA represented a change in approach in the
agricultural sector. This change in approach focused on
the adoption of a commodity value-chain approach,
policy and institutional reforms, opening the door
wider for private sector participation and plugging ineffi-
ciency and wastages in public expenditure to enhance
competiveness and productivity. The key sectoral focus
included: revamping the fertilizer procurement and dis-
tribution model, improving the operations of marketing
institutions, enhancing the financial value-chains and
reorganizing the agricultural investment framework.
Beyond the key expectations of attaining food security,
diversifying the economy, creating more jobs, and gener-
ating foreign exchange from this interventionist agenda,
positive multiplier expectations included the transition
of farmers from subsistence to commercial levels
through the financing of agricultural value-chain, foster-
ing rural infrastructure improvement and economic
growth, and enhancing farmer access to markets, tech-
nologies, extension services, and finance through an
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investor-friendly framework for agricultural investment
(FMARD 2011; CBN 2011).

The ATA was administered and driven by a plethora of
bodies under the aegis of the Agricultural Transform-
ation Implementation Council (ATIC). These groups
included the Agricultural Industry Advisory Group
(AIAG), which represented the voice of the private
sector; the Agricultural Investment Transformation
Implementation Group (AITEG) saddled with the task of
creating the right settings to grow private and public
sector investment along strategic value-chains; the Agri-
cultural Value-Chain Transformation Implementation
Group (AVCTEG) charged with the primary function of
increasing agricultural productivity and links to the
markets; the NIRSAL Implementation Group (NIRSALEG)
with responsibility to execute partnership between
Nigeria’s Central Bank and the Ministry of Agriculture

and Rural Development (FMARD) to unlock US$3 billion
in agricultural financing; and the Agricultural Transform-
ation Policy Group (ATPG) whose role was to determine
and institutionalize policy support to the Agenda.

These implementation groups complemented each
other in the overall policy expectations of employing a
commodity value-chain approach to achieve food secur-
ity, create employment, respond to the raw-material
needs of agro-allied industries, encourage value
addition, evolve efficient storage systems for agricultural
produce and develop effective marketing outlets. The
ATA designated five crops, namely, cassava, rice,
sorghum, cotton and cocoa as priority agricultural com-
modities and encouraged the six geopolitical zones to
focus on their production. Several policy initiatives
were flagged off to realize the various aspects of these
key programs. Figure 1 below shows the key programs

Table 1. Major operational components of ATA.
S/N Component Indicator/key task Projected outcome

1 Growth Enhancement Support
Scheme (GESS)

. Targets the farmers directly and supplies them with
critically needed modern farm inputs, especially
fertilizers, on real-time basis.

. Improves farmers’ access to modern agricultural
inputs at subsidized prices.

. Reach a total of 20 million farmers in a four-year
period (2012–2015) at 5 million farmers per year for
4 years.

2 Staple Crop Processing Zones
(SCPZs)

. The designation is based on the comparative
advantage of each region.

. It is aimed at forming clusters in major food
production for rice, sorghum, cassava, fisheries and
horticulture.

. Attract private sector agribusinesses to set up
processing plants in zones of high food production,
to process commodities into food products.

. Creates linkages between farmers in clusters and
food manufacturing plants.

3 Agricultural Commodity Value-
Chain Development (ACVCD)

Focused on developing key commodities in both crop
and livestock sub-sectors in different agro-ecological
zones

Access to inputs, strengthening the delivery of business
and financial services, enabling the flow of information

4 Agricultural Marketing and Trade
Development Corporations
(AMTDCs)

Enhance farmers’ access to markets Facilitate improved linkages between actors and higher-
value markets.
Create market access in partnership with private sector
actors for Nigerian produce both local and globally.

5 Agricultural Extension
Transformation Agenda (AETA)

Improve dissemination of information and adoption of
innovations

6 Nigerian Incentive-based Risk-
Sharing System for Agricultural
Lending (NIRSAL)

De-risk lending to agriculture and tackle the bottlenecks
that affect agricultural commodity value-chains and
the agricultural financing value-chain

Figure 1. Key operational programs for the realization of the agricultural agenda of ECOWAP/CAADP (Source: Adapted by the author
from various documents).
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of action enunciated by the Nigerian government to
actualize the objectives of ECOWAP/CAADP.

The Agriculture Promotion Policy (APP) (also referred
to as the Green Alternative) was designed and launched
in August 2016 and is currently the policy framework
driving agricultural development in Nigeria. The NAIP 2
to drive this policy is still in the works, although the
draft version was released in 2017 for further input
from stakeholders (Hendriks 2018). The policy thrusts of
APP revolve around four key themes, namely, food secur-
ity, import substitution, job creation, and economic
diversification. It is more or less the continuation of
ATA in a new name, as the APP did not break away
from its predecessor’s overarching goals. The APP docu-
ment explicitly acknowledged that it is a product of the
successes and lessons learnt in the course of implement-
ing the ATA. Thus, the APP’s core mission is to build an
agribusiness economy with focus on meeting domestic
food security goals of the country and delivering sus-
tained prosperity to workers and investors in agricultural
sector (FMARD 2016). In order to achieve this mission, the

APP recognized the ubiquity of constraints and therefore
identified interventionist strategies and targeted out-
comes. Table 2 summarizes these thematic areas of inter-
vention and targets. The projection is that dealing with
these constraints would contribute to the overhauling
of the agricultural sector for greater efficiency and
productivity.

The APP expanded the guiding principles in ATA to
demonstrate policy continuity and stabilization and to
reflect emerging priorities in the development of Niger-
ia’s agricultural sector. These guiding principles are
anchored on, and reflect, the shift in policy perception.
Figure 2 captures the 11 guiding principles of APP.

(ii) Targeting Food Security: Assessing Nigeria’s Agri-
cultural Policy Outcomes in the Matrix of Sub-
Regional Benchmarks

The major impetus underpinning the adoption of
ECOWAP by West African leaders as the flagship of the
sub-region’s efforts at poverty reduction is the centrality
of agriculture in its basket of foreign exchange earnings
and its strong prospects as a major vehicle for regional
market integration (ECOWAS Commission 2009). The
agricultural sector is indispensable to the economies of
West African countries despite its underdevelopment.

Figure 2. The guiding principles of APP (Source: Adapted from
FMARD 2016).

Table 2. Organizing themes for APP to deal with constraints in
the agricultural sector.
Thematic areas Key elements Target outcomes

Productivity
enhancements

. Access to Land

. Soil Fertility

. Access to
Information &
knowledge

. Access to Inputs

. Production
Management

. Storage

. Processing

. Marketing & Trade

. Increment in farm
productivity

. Reductions in post-
harvest losses

. Rise in the share of
agricultural input used
by consumer goods
companies

. Rise in the share of
Nigerian fresh goods
sold in formal markets

Crowding in private
sector
investment

. Access to Finance

. Agribusiness
Investment
Development

. Deepen the financial
sector’s engagement
with the agribusiness
value chain

. A lower cost of financing
and a greater availability
of financing.

FMARD
institutional
realignment

. Institutional
Setting and Roles

. Youth and Women

. Infrastructure

. Climate Smart
Agriculture

. Research &
Innovation

. Food,
Consumption and
Nutrition Security

. Deepen the capacity of
the Ministry and its key
partners to regulate the
sector

. Expand the agribusiness
market space and
ecosystem by engaging
previously excluded
stakeholders

. Lead policy dialogues
and broker the necessary
agreements to improve
the ease of doing
business in Nigeria’s
agriculture space.

Adapted from FMARD (2016).

DEVELOPMENT STUDIES RESEARCH 67



Under the auspices of ECOWAP/CAADP, the ECOWAS
Commission has overseen and coordinated the prep-
aration of NAIPs by its member-states by providing
needed support and fostering national roundtable dialo-
gues among actors in each country.

The NAIPs encompass the national visions, aspirations
and priorities of states in the furtherance of their agricul-
tural agenda in line with ECOWAP/CAADP. Thus, they
represent the referential framework for programming
activities in the agricultural sector as well as for mobiliz-
ing and coordinating international assistance and part-
nerships. Nigeria has been in the forefront of
mainstreaming its agricultural sector to retake its erst-
while position in the matrix of its foreign exchange earn-
ings since it formulated NEEDS (Smith 2018). Since then,
Nigeria has been upbeat in its quest to restructure and
modernize its agricultural sector within the context of
ECOWAP/CAADP. There have been significant policy
interventions and reforms in Nigeria’s agricultural
sector since the adoption of ECOWAP/CAADP. These
interventions include the 5-point agriculture agenda,
ATA, numerous presidential initiatives, many inter-
national partnerships and the current APP.

Nigeria has recorded a mixed bag of achievements in
its quest to build a more productive, efficient, and
effective agricultural sector capable of reducing capital
flight from food importation as well as generating
foreign exchange earnings. Under the auspices of gov-
ernment’s policy interventions, several successes have
been recorded in some aspects of institutional processes
in the sector. The hitherto inefficient federal fertilizer pro-
curement system was restructured. The restructuring
made it possible for the development of database on
smallholder farmers through the Growth Enhancement
Scheme (GES). This facilitated the provision and
smooth disbursement of targeted input subsidies.
While only 11 percent of subsidized fertilizer reached
the intended farmers under the old regime, the new
reform involving the use of vouchers led to about 94
percent of actual farmers receiving the subsidized fertili-
zer (Adesina 2012). There were also other achievements
like the concession of federal warehouses and storage
assets, the reestablishment of commodity marketing
boards for select commodities and the reform of the
Agricultural Research Coordination Network (ARCN)
(ROPPA and ECDPM n.d; Adesina 2012). Although
policy prescriptions appear to be in place, there are
several areas that Nigeria performed well and many
others where more work still needs to be done. Table 3
below shows Nigeria’s key areas of strong and weak per-
formances. In the areas of strong performance, there is
no policy issue that recorded up to 70 percent, which
is an indicator that more efforts still need to be expended

in transforming the agricultural sector. The low public
expenditure profile and the mix of negative trends in
annual growth of agriculture and value-added to arable
land generally resulted in low productivity with serious
implications for price stability. Interestingly, even with
these negative trends, domestic food price volatility
was just 5 percent. Our respondents contended that
the shortfall that would have pushed up prices were con-
tained through food importation.

The overall picture from key indicators such as agricul-
tural productivity, poverty, hunger, and malnutrition,
does not seem to suggest that there is a strong improve-
ment yet. According to NEPAD sources, Nigeria is not on
track in terms of meeting the benchmarks stipulated in
the Malabo Declaration on agricultural transformation
in Africa. The country’s overall score is 3.4 on a 10-
point scale. The cornerstone of Nigeria’s poor perform-
ance is the low percentage of its national
budget allocated to agriculture. Notwithstanding that
ECOWAP/CAADP recommended the deployment of a
minimum of 10 percent of national budgetary allocation
to the agricultural sector, Nigeria only allocates a mere
2.2 percent to agriculture, which is a far cry from the
minimum public expenditure benchmark. Table 4 pre-
sents Nigeria’s performance based on the Malabo
Declaration. Out of the seven areas of commitment in
the Declaration, Nigeria is on track in two areas,
namely commitment to CAADP processes and boosting
intra-African trade in agricultural commodities. The
country is off-track in five areas of commitment that

Table 3. Key areas of strong and weak performances of the
country.
Key areas of strong performance Key areas of weak performance

Policy issue Percentage Policy issue Percentage

CAADP process
completion

42.9% Agriculture
expenditure as a
share of total public
expenditure

2.2%

Evidence-based
policies, supportive
institutions and
corresponding
human resources.

66.7% Annual growth of the
agriculture value
added (agricultural
GDP).

−20.7%

Access to financial
services by men and
women engaged in
agriculture

59.6% Increase of
agricultural value
added per arable
land.

−20.6%

Inclusive
institutionalized
mechanisms for
mutual accountability
and peer review.

44% Increase of supplied
quality agriculture
inputs to the total
inputs
requirements for
agriculture
commodities.

−16%

Domestic food price
volatility

5% Availability of
required data for
the biennial review

57%

Source: NEPAD, https://www.nepad.org/caadp/countries/nigeria.
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are critically important to boosting agricultural pro-
ductivity and competitiveness.

The overall poor performance of Nigeria in meeting
the national, sub-regional and continental aspirations
in the agricultural sector is not strange considering the
low public expenditure committed to the sector. The
agricultural sector is underperforming and, therefore,
requires massive inflow of investment. The underinvest-
ment in the sector has also sustained the culture of food
importation as Nigeria continues to spend billions of
dollars on food importation every year with attendant
huge economic opportunities for food security and
improved remunerative package by agricultural
workers lost (Adesina 2012; Vanguard 2017). Recently,
the Nigerian government partially closed its border
with Benin Republic to check massive smuggling of com-
modities, especially rice (Ameh 2019). The concern of the
government was that large-scale smuggling of commod-
ities, especially rice, was going on through the border
and would reverse the gains recorded in the rice
sector. Interestingly, the border closure induced a spiral-
ing inflation in the Nigerian economy with a sharp spike
in the prices of food items, especially rice, which sky-
rocketed to N30,000 per bag of 50 kilograms, making it
unaffordable to millions of Nigerians (Nwozor and Oshe-
wolo 2020). The critical issue thrown up by the border
closure is that Nigeria is still far from food self-sufficiency.
The large-scale smuggling in commodities is a necessary
fallout of underinvestment in the agricultural sector,
which has created a huge demand gap yearning to be
filled.

6. Conclusion

As part of the quest for continental development, African
leaders initiated CAADP in 2003 to revitalize and leverage
the agricultural sector to drive development on the

continent. The leadership of ECOWAS towed the same
line in 2005 through ECOWAP. Nigeria has formulated
several agricultural policies in line with the overall objec-
tives of ECOWAP/CAADP to reposition its agricultural
sector.

The emphasis of the Nigerian government on agri-
culture is more like an agricultural renaissance. Before
the Nigerian economy became overly dependent on
oil, agriculture was the major source of foreign
exchange earnings. Nigeria was reasonably self-
sufficient in food production and quite prominent as
a major producer of a number of commodities includ-
ing groundnuts, palm oil, cocoa and cotton (Smith
2018). Everything about agriculture changed when it
went into neglect as a result of the discovery and
ascendancy of oil. Despite the dominance of oil in
the Nigerian economy, agriculture is recognized as
the key solution to food and nutrition insecurity,
mass unemployment and poverty. The updated
version of CAADP, known as Malabo Declaration ident-
ified seven deliverable commitments that would serve
as parameters for evaluating whether countries are
on track or not.

Although Nigeria has been implementing ECOWAP/
CAADP through its ATA and now APP programs, the scor-
ecard shows that more still needs to be done. Out of the
seven commitments contained in the 2014 Malabo
Declaration, Nigeria is only on track in two areas. The
country is underinvesting in the agricultural sector and
it is having negative multiplier effects. Modest success
recorded a few years back, which led to a reduction in
the country’s food import bill is under risk of reversal.
Nigeria’s monthly food import bill fell from US$665.4
million in January 2015 to US$160.4 million as at
October 2018, representing a cumulative fall of 75.9
percent and a saving of US$21 billion for the period
(Popoola 2018).

The underinvestment in agriculture has opened the
door to importation to bridge the gap in food availability
due to decline in productivity. Recently, the Nigerian
government took two interrelated actions to checkmate
food importation: it directed the Nigerian Central Bank to
stop processing foreign exchange for food imports, and
it closed down its border with Benin Republic (Ameh
2019; Onuah 2019). These measures are mere palliatives
that lack long-term capacity to effectively check smug-
gling. As long as there is gap in food production and
as long as inefficient production creates profit margins
for smugglers, food importation and smuggling will
persist (Nwozor and Oshewolo 2020). Thus, the
panacea is for Nigeria to return on ECOWAP/CAADP
track by setting up a roadmap for increased investment
in the agricultural sector.

Table 4. Nigeria’s 2017 scorecard based on the implementation
of Malabo Declaration.

Malabo commitment area Score
Minimum
score Progress

Re-committing to CAADP process 6.54 3.33 On track
Enhancing investment finance in
agriculture

5.1 6.67 Not on
track

Ending hunger by 2025 0.38 3.71 Not on
track

Halving poverty through agriculture
by 2025

0 2.06 Not on
track

Boosting intra-African trade in
agriculture commodities

3.74 1 On track

Enhancing resilience to climate
variability

3.34 6 Not on
track

Mutual accountability for actions and
results

4.46 4.78 Not on
track

Source: AU (2014); NEPAD, https://www.nepad.org/caadp/countries/nigeria.
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Notes

1. The Economic Community of West African States
(ECOWAS) is an economic union domiciled in the West
African sub-region with 15 member-states namely:
Benin, Burkina Faso, Cape-Verde, Cote d’Ivoire, The
Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mali,
Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone and Togo.

2. In addition to food security and agriculture, the Seven-
Point-Agenda covers: power and energy, wealth creation
and employment, mass transportation, land reform,
security, and qualitative and functional education.
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