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Executive Summary 

 

Country-level studies of agricultural sector in West Africa constitute one of initial 
steps in the action plan for the preparation of the ECOWAS Common Agricultural 
Policy Framework. This Nigeria case study focuses on the Nigerian agricultural sector 
in the contexts of West African Agriculture and the ECOWAS Common Agricultural 
Policy. It seeks to develop a Nigerian perspective and standpoint for the formulation 
of the ECOWAS Common Agricultural Policy Framework. It envisions regional 
approaches and scenarios for the development of Nigerian agriculture within the 
overall setting of ECOWAS regional integration process. By design, this analysis will 
feed into the Background Document for the preparation of the ECOWAS Common 
Agricultural Policy Framework. 
 
The study is based on critical review of secondary information/data on Nigerian 
agriculture and its regional features in relation to the ECOWAS common agricultural 
policy. Deductive logic was applied to form judgments and conclusions about 
Nigerian agriculture. Similarly, inferences were derived for ECOWAS common 
agricultural policy, based on regional data patterns, trends of relevant indicators and 
overall sector and intra-sector features and prospects across countries.  
 
Nigeria has a total land area of about 91.07 million hectares, 77% of which is 
cultivable (agricultural) area and 13% under forests and woodland.  About 44% of the 
agricultural (cultivable) lands are under cultivation (arable and permanent crops) and 
the rest under permanent pastures. Of the total 30.8 million hectares under arable and 
permanent crops, 28.2 million hectares or 92% are arable lands while the rest are 
under permanent crops. Estimated population of the country is about 120 million in 
2001; about 60% of the workforce is employed in agriculture (mainly smallholders) 
and women make up 60-80 percent of the agricultural labour force and produce about 
two-thirds of the food crops. The country is characterised by diversity of physical and 
agro-ecological conditions signifying huge agricultural potentials.  
 

While evidence on actual competitiveness of Nigerian agriculture is mixed, there is 
general acknowledgement that Nigeria has potential competitive advantage in several 
agricultural commodities including root and tuber crops, cereals and legumes, tree 
crops and livestock products. However, competitiveness is not uniform across 
different crops and livestock. Sources of potential advantage include the favourable 
agro-ecological and natural conditions for a wide variety of crops, large domestic and 
regional markets, relatively low labour costs and the unique opportunity to massively 
invest oil revenues for rapid agricultural growth and transformation. But, the 
economic and market potentials have been undermined by inappropriate and unstable 
macroeconomic and structural policies, inconsistent and poorly implemented sector 
strategies and programmes, a public sector that is grossly inefficient and mis-oriented, 
weak private sector involvement in agriculture and distorting incentive systems linked 
with the rent/patronage-dominated enclave oil sector. The dominance of oil has over 
the years crowded out agriculture and manufacturing sectors, leaving a skewed non-
diversified economic structure unable to flexibly generate incomes, jobs and attract 
non-oil private sector investments.  
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The constraints to Nigerian agriculture are multidimensional. They include poor and 
distorted macroeconomic environment, lack of synergy between macroeconomic and 
agricultural sector policies, poor and inefficient public sector, low levels and poor 
quality of private sector participation, poor terms of trade between agriculture and 
other sectors, unsustainable resource pressures and environmental degradation, poor 
rural infrastructure, funding problems and social conflicts. On the other hand the 
weaknesses include low productivity and yield gaps, low levels of adoption and lack 
of sustained use of modern inputs and technologies, low levels of value-added and 
poor intra-sector linkages, low market orientation and responsiveness, poor and 
inefficient inputs and technologies and low levels of managerial, entrepreneurial and 
technical capacities. 
 
The analysis shows that Nigeria faces tremendous challenges of agricultural 
development as the basis for economic growth, poverty reduction and sustainable 
development. Embedded in these challenges are several key policy imperatives. There 
is need to accelerate agricultural productivity and incomes and overall growth of the 
sector in a sustainable manner, by improving research, extension and farmer linkages 
to improve technology dissemination-adoption and ensure sustainable management of 
the agricultural-natural resource base. Measures are necessary to increase outputs 
through greater productivity rather than from expanding farmlands or herd size. This 
entails strengthening linkages between production and markets and tying agricultural 
technology transfer to commercial production. It is equally necessary to engender 
greater and higher quality private sector participation in agriculture and agribusiness 
development through entrepreneurship promotion, concessionary and appropriate 
investment/financial incentives, credible regulatory institutions to instill market 
confidence and conducive policies to win investor confidence. This involves measures 
to leverage investment resources, public spending, modern technologies and new 
high-quality entrepreneurial, managerial and technical capacities for agricultural 
growth and transformation. One important opportunity for private sector role is 
Nigeria’s substantial economic potential in agro-processing and agricultural value-
adding for the large domestic and regional markets  
 
There is large scope to improve agricultural input and product markets through 
measures to correct failure in factor and product markets in order to improve access to 
and availability of farm inputs, credits and modern technologies and price incentives 
for sustained private sector investments in agriculture. The provision of infrastructure 
(roads, power, water, and communications) and market information is important to 
allow markets function efficiently, increase competition and reduce transaction costs 
and unusually high investment risks especially in rural areas. It is crucial to foster 
dynamic backward and forward linkages within agriculture sub-sectors of production, 
processing, storage, preservation and marketing and between agriculture and other 
economic sectors (manufacturing, services, commerce, etc). This involves the 
development of agro-based value-adding rural enterprises such as input- and service-
related rural commercial enterprises, agro-processing and marketing enterprises, rural 
infrastructure commercial service enterprises and new-niche, high-value export-
targeting agricultural production enterprises. A vital challenge is to rationalize 
incentive structures and public spending in agriculture, strengthen regulatory, quality 
control and institutional framework and improve policy coordination. These would 
create a favourable policy environment and increase private sector confidence through 
greater stakeholder participation in agricultural strategy and policy formulation and 
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monitoring, project/programme design and implementation. This entails strengthening 
of farmer’s organisations and the constituency for agriculture in the national 
economy. It is essential that macroeconomic and fiscal policies are broadly supportive 
of the growth and development of agriculture.  
 
Interaction of agriculture between countries (potential and actual) take place in 
several forms including similarities of ecological and social-economic conditions, 
complementarities with one another in products/inputs markets, technologies and 
capacities, externalities and spillovers across countries, tensions and competition with 
one another, economies of scale, and social and political conflicts impacting on 
agriculture and commonality of interests in global commodity markets. The key areas 
of regional agricultural interfacing or interaction between countries are identified. 
They include agricultural resources, agricultural inputs, agricultural production and 
product prices, agricultural exports, export destinations and competitors in global 
commodity markets, agricultural imports, import origins and implications for food 
security, crop and livestock pests and diseases, irrigation and water resources, 
agricultural cross-border trade and agricultural research and technology development, 
market development and market information systems. 
 
Certain thematic issues and concerns yield immediate benefits, whereas others yield 
benefits that are of a longer term in nature. The issues and concerns whose benefits 
are more immediate are those related to the monitoring or mandate goal areas of 
priority of ECOWAS – CAP, earlier discussed. Issues and concerns falling under this 
category will yield quick and immediate benefits to member states. Such thematic 
issues and concerns usually constitute a natural extension of the mandate of 
ECOWAS as a regional organization.  Addressing such issues will therefore not 
require additional institutional capacity, but rather the concerted political will and co-
operation of members to execute and monitor the mandate activities involved in 
regional agricultural development. Issues and concerns under this area are those 
related to the development of a common regional agricultural market. Consequently, 
such thematic issues include agricultural information systems development, private 
sector development, encouragement of inputs production and marketing, financing, 
and export promotion. All these are important ingredients in the development and 
strengthening of a common regional agricultural market. For example, the 
development of an efficient agricultural information system will facilitate exchange 
activities and regional trade through the prompt provision of information for decision-
making. Also, private sector development will lead to the healthy growth of a regional 
agricultural market, as agriculture is largely a private sector-driven activity. Programs 
to encourage the growth of the private sector may include the encouragement of 
regional private sector trade and business associations, such as the West African 
Chamber of Commerce, Industry, and Agriculture; West African Manufacturers 
Association; West African Cocoa Alliance, and other Federated regional trade 
associations of significance to Agriculture and Rural Development. Of all these 
however, the development of the private sector, and regional agricultural information 
system will provide greater maximum benefits to members in the immediate period. 
This is because these two thematic areas have the capacity and potentials to engender 
activities and development of other areas. 
 
There are also thematic issues and concerns that may not yield direct immediate 
benefits, but which are none-the-less required for the effective functioning of markets. 
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In other words, they are required for the effective functioning of regional agricultural 
markets, as well as for facilitating those issues and concerns that yield immediate 
benefits to the member states. The thematic issues and concerns in this category have 
regional public goods characteristics. They include agricultural research and 
extension, capacity building, and regional infrastructure development, control of 
trans-boundary agricultural pests and diseases, and control of transhumance activities. 
Agricultural extension should ideally be a country-level issue, but agricultural 
research is a regional public good although priorities may differ from, country to 
country. There is need for institutional networking and the development of common 
infrastructures for agricultural research in the region.  Capacity building is also one 
critical area that will enhance regional competitiveness especially in research, policy 
formulation, and institutional delivery. Regional approaches to infrastructure 
development and control of trans-boundary pests and diseases will undoubtedly 
improve agricultural productivity, trade and competitiveness in the region.  
 
Regional market information systems provide farmers with knowledge of market 
outlook and so help them to plan their production, harvesting and sales according to 
market demand. Knowledge about prices and market conditions in present and future 
periods enables traders to make decisions on where, how and when to purchase and 
sell their products. Public market information systems can greatly benefit small 
farmers or traders in the region who lack the scale economies to gather such 
information on their own account. 
 
Another important feature of regional market development to be pursued is grading 
and standardisation. Grading (the classifications of a product based on quantifiable 
and verifiable attributes) and standardisation (rules of measurement of product grades) 
are crucial for separating similar products into categories and describing them with 
consistent terminology/nomenclature. Product evaluation defined by grading and 
standardisation helps to reduce information costs by allowing market actors to 
contract remotely through commodity specification rather than through on-site visual 
inspection (World Bank, 2002b). It predisposes the products to certification, increases 
confidence in the market functioning and leads to expansion in markets by allowing 
common standards and agricultural price and quantity comparisons across markets in 
respective ECOWAS countries and hence boosting intra-regional trade in agricultural 
products. These have regional public goods attributes and their provision is imperative 
for the healthy development of the regional agricultural market and to facilitate the 
monitoring and mandate activities under ECOWAS common agricultural policy. 
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Section 1 
 

INTRODUCTION, OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE OF WORK 

 
1.1  PREAMBLE 
 
Country-level studies of agricultural sector in West Africa constitute one of initial 
steps in the action plan for the preparation of the ECOWAS Common Agricultural 
Policy Framework. This Nigeria case study focuses on the Nigerian agricultural sector 
in the contexts of West African Agriculture and the ECOWAS Common Agricultural 
Policy. It seeks to develop a Nigerian perspective and standpoint for the formulation 
of the ECOWAS Common Agricultural Policy Framework. It envisions regional 
approaches and scenarios for the development of Nigerian agriculture within the 
overall setting of ECOWAS regional integration process. By design, this analysis will 
feed into the Background Document for the preparation of the ECOWAS Common 
Agricultural Policy Framework.  
 
1.2 SCOPE OF WORK (OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTED OUTPUTS) 
 
The scope of work (SOW) is two-fold:  
 

1. National-level Diagnosis  
2. Study of Regional Dimensions and Implications for ECOWAS common 

agricultural policy framework 
 
The objectives of the national-level diagnosis can be enumerated as follows: 
 

• Elicit the status (features, potentials, opportunities, constraints and 
shortcomings) of Nigerian agricultural sector as revealed by past agricultural 
sector reviews 

 
• Review agricultural policies developed over the course of the past five years 

as well as the action plans that allow for the operationalization of the policies; 
 

• Examine the place of agriculture in Nigeria’s rural development and poverty 
reduction strategy 

 
• Assess the effectiveness of agricultural policy in Nigeria 

 
• Identify federal government of Nigeria strategic objectives and how these are 

distinguished from those of the state and local governments; 
 

• Examine the organisation of and expenditure on agricultural research and 
extension over the last ten years; 

 
• Examine the organisation and expenditure on water management over the last 

ten years 
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• Review systems for legislating, implementing and enforcing norms and 
standards, including sanitary and phyto-sanitary standards for agricultural and 
livestock products and how well these systems function; 

• Examine systems in place for assuring food security, providing early warning 
of famine and responding to famine conditions; 

 
• Examine tariffs and non-tariff barriers over the last ten years; 

 
• Identify subsidies on fertilisers, irrigation water and other agricultural inputs; 

 
• Identify the strong and weak points, assets and constraints of the Nigerian 

agricultural sector; 
 

• Review areas of comparative and competitive advantage in Nigerian 
agriculture; 

 
• Review data by major region on production, yields, area under cultivation and 

prices for all major agricultural and livestock products over the last 10 years. 
 
The study of the regional dimensions and features and what they imply for the 
ECOWAS common agricultural policy seeks to:  
 

• Envision alternative scenarios for the development of Nigerian agriculture 
from a regional perspective; 

 
• Examine the regional challenges, orientations and priorities of Nigerian 

agriculture and sector policies;  
 

• Identify the main goals, issues and opportunities of regional integration for 
Nigerian agricultural sector;  

 
• Examine Nigeria’s position vis-à-vis the steps towards integration of 

ECOWAS and UEMOA; 
 

• Analyse the main Nigerian-side scenarios for West African agriculture and the 
orientations for the Common Agricultural Policy framework; 

 
• Identify Nigeria’s interests, priorities, concerns and expectations for regional 

agriculture and common agricultural policy. 
 
1.3 Methods of Study 
 
The study is based on critical review of secondary information/data on Nigerian 
agriculture and its regional features in relation to the ECOWAS common agricultural 
policy. Deductive logic was applied to form judgements and conclusions about 
Nigerian agriculture. Similarly, inferences were derived for ECOWAS common 
agricultural policy, based on regional data patterns, trends of relevant indicators and 
overall sector and intra-sector features and prospects across countries.  
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Section 2 
 

DIAGNOSIS OF NIGERIAN AGRICULTURE 

 
2.1  NIGERIA’S AGRICULTURAL POTENTIALS AND RESOURCE S 
 
Nigeria has a total land area of about 91.07 million hectares, 77% of which is 
cultivable (agricultural) area and 13% under forests and woodland.  About 44% of the 
agricultural (cultivable) lands are under cultivation (arable and permanent crops) and 
the rest under permanent pastures. Of the total 30.8 million hectares under arable and 
permanent crops, 28.2 million hectares or 92% are arable lands while the rest are 
under permanent crops. Estimated population of the country is about 120 million in 
2001; about 60% of the workforce is employed in agriculture (mainly smallholders) 
and women make up 60-80 percent of the agricultural labour force and produce about 
two-thirds of the food crops.  
 
The country is characterised by diversity of physical and agro-ecological conditions 
signifying huge agricultural potentials. Beginning from the northern part and moving 
south, the country can be classified into 6 ecological zones: savanna, lowland 
rainforest, freshwater swamp forest, mangrove forest and coastal vegetation and 
montane forest zone.  
 
There exist four broad systems of land use: crop production, livestock (animal 
husbandry), fisheries and forestry (agro-forestry). Crop production can be broadly 
classified into three types of farming: rotational fallow, semi-permanent or permanent 
cultivation (rain-fed and irrigated systems) and mixed farming. Livestock production 
is predominantly the pastoral type with estimated 16 million cattle, 13.5 million 
sheep, 26 million goats and 2.2 million pigs and 150 million poultry (ARD, 2002).  
The fisheries resources include a variety of fin and shell species distributed in 11.6 
million hectares of inland fresh water and the brackish water of creeks and lagoons.  
 
Variations in agricultural land use, production potentials and farming systems are not 
only confined to differences in broad ecological zones alone but also occur within the 
same ecological environments. Generally, the agricultural production potentials can 
be categorised as follows. 
 
Table 1. Some dominant crops and livestock in Nigeria  
 
Agricultural/Crop category Some dominant crops/commodities 
Root and tuber crops Yam, cassava, cocoyam, potatoes 
Cereals and pulses Guinea corn (sorghum), millet, maize, rice, cowpea 
Tree crops Cocoa, Kola, rubber, oil palm 
Oil seeds  Groundnut, beniseed, soyabeans 
Industrial crops Cotton, tobacco, sugar cane, kenaf 
Livestock Poultry, sheep, goats, cattle, pigs 
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2.2 STRUCTURE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION  
 
Role and significance of smallholder producers: Farm holdings in Nigeria fall into 
three broad categories namely: small scale (0.1-5.99 ha), medium scale (6-9.99 ha) 
and large scale (more than 10 ha). Small-scale farm holdings predominate Nigerian 
agriculture accounting for 81% of the total area and 95% of agricultural output (Shaib 
et al, 1997). The average operational holding is estimated to be 2 ha per farm family. 
Idachaba (2000) asserted that the small-scale farmer will constitute the backbone of 
Nigerian agriculture for the next 25 years, implying that the country’s agricultural 
policy thrust in the next decade should have the small-scale farmer as the centre piece. 
The average age of farmers is high and increasing, thus reflecting low inflow of 
younger entrepreneurial labour force into agriculture and the need for the renewing of 
the farming population through the inflow of younger entrepreneurs. 
 
Relative importance of crop categories and individual crops (in terms of share of 
cultivated land area): Cereals constitute the dominant crop category in terms of 
cultivated area. Below is the relative share of the different crop categories in total 
cultivated area (fig. 1). 
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Relative importance of individual crops (in terms of share of cultivated land area: 
The areas under individual crops are shown in Fig. 2. 

Fig. 2. Area under individual crops in 2001 ('000 h a)
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Fig. 2 above shows that sorghum is the leading crop, in terms of cultivated areas, 
followed by millet, cowpea, maize, cassava and yam in decreasing order. 
 
Regional characteristics of Nigerian agriculture: The Federal Government in 1987 
divided the country into five farming systems research and extension zones – North 
West, North East, central, South West and South East (Shaib et al, 1997), each with 
designated agricultural research institutes for the coordination of research-and-
extension linkages. The peculiar features of these zones are given below: 
 
Table 2: Regional distribution of agricultural resources and potentials 

 
Zone  Key features of agricultural resource base and production 
Northwest (6 states) 500-1200 mm of rainfall; Largest potential for irrigation; important crops include 

sorghum, maize, rice groundnut, cotton, vegetables, onions, tomatoes; major 
supplier of maize, tomato, onion and groundnut to other parts of the country; 
leading in cattle, sheep, and goats production; high potential for artisanal fish 
production and fadama agriculture; high risks of desert encroachment.  

North east (6 states) 250-1200mm of rainfall; main food crops are sorghum, millet, cowpea and 
groundnut; animal traction more prevalent; nomadic pastoralism (cattle, sheep and 
goats) and fresh water fishing are important economic activities.  

Central  (seven states and the 
Federal Capital Territory) 

Cultivated share of arable land is mere 25%; produces 34% of the yam and 98% of 
the Irish potato in the country; produces sorghum, maize, rice, grain legumes, oil 
seeds, cashew nuts, mango, citrus, sugar cane and fibre; livestock resources include 
cattle, goats, sheep, pigs and poultry; high potential for wildlife, forestry and 
fisheries development.  

South west (eight states) Yam and cassava based arable systems; other crops include maize, rice, legumes 
and vegetables; produces the bulk of cocoa, rubber, and kolanut; largest producer 
of timber; livestock resources include goats, sheep, poultry and pigs, artisanal fish 
production; fast expanding integrated commercial poultry and fish production.  

South east (nine states) Highest population density and highest incidence of small farm holdings; severity 
of erosion problems; yam and cassava are dominant crops; livestock is mainly 
small ruminants; pollution from petroleum exploration and production. 

   
More specifically, the regional distribution of crops in Nigeria (percentage of crop 
total area, 2000) is given below. 
 
 
 



 

 

6

Table 3: Regional distribution of crops in Nigeria (percentage of crop total area, 2000) 

 
Crops North 

east 
North 
west 

North 
central 

South 
east 

South 
west 

South 
south 

Cereal       
      Maize 26 20 18 17 11 8 
        Millet 42 49 9 - - - 
        Sorghum 59 20 18 - 3 - 
       Rice  17 14 33 26 4 - 
Pulses       
      Cowpea 43 38 10 1 6 6 
      Groundnut 28 43 10 1 6 6 
      Soybean 3 39 49 2 6 1 
Tubers       
      Cassava - - 20 32 25 23 
      Yam - - 39 29 12 20 

 
 
Relative contribution of agricultural sub-sectors to GDP: Nigeria’s agricultural 
economy is divided into four sub-sectors in Central Bank of Nigeria economic 
reports. The sub-sectors include crops, livestock, forestry and fisheries. Crops sub-
sector has been and remains the dominant component of Nigerian agriculture as 
shown in the following Fig. 3. Other components - livestock, forestry and fishing 
make up just about 20% of agriculture GDP. 
 

Fig. 3. Composition of Agric GDP
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The distribution of agriculture GDP according to sub-sectors is given in Table 4 
below. 
 
Table 4. Trend in sub-sector distribution of agriculture GDP - 1992-2001 - N billion 

 
 Agriculture sector 

GDP 
at 1984 Factor Cost 
(N billion) 

Share in agriculture sector GDP (in percent) 
Crops  
sub-sector 

Livestock sub-
sector 

Forestry sub-
sector 

Fishery sub-
sector 
 

1992 37.27 78.56 13.79 3.38 4.27 
1993 37.78 79.75 13.68 3.41 3.16 
1994 38.70 80.21 13.49 3.41 2.89 
1995 40.11 80.00 13.56 3.37 3.07 
1996 41.63 80.01 13.64 3.33 3.02 
5-year average 
1992-1996 

39.09 79.71 13.63 3.38 3.28 

1997 43.23 79.74 13.28 3.17 3.82 
1998 45.25 79.77 13.02 3.05 4.15 
1999 47.60 79.81 12.73 2.94 4.52 
2000 48.99 79.87 12.66 2.89 4.58 
2001 51.47 79.89 12.51 2.82 4.78 
5-year average 
1997-2001 

47.31 79.82 12.84 2.97 4.37 

2002 53.53 42.73 6.64 1.48 2.68 
2003 34.62 28.98 3.28 0.68 1.69 

Data for 1992-1996 were obtained from CBN Annual Report and Statement of Accounts for the year 
ended 31 December 1996 while 1997-2001 data were obtained from CBN Annual Report and 
Statement of Accounts for the year ended 31 December 2001. Data for 2003 as provided by the CBN 
Annual Report (2003) is at 1990 Constant  Basic Prices. 
 
As shown by Table 4, average annual contribution of crops sub-sector to agriculture 
GDP was almost 80% in each of the 1992-1996 and 1997-2001 periods. The next 
important sub-sector is livestock (13% of annual agriculture GDP), followed by 
fishery (4%) and forestry (3%) between 1997-2001.  
The relative contribution of individual crops to GDP gives an indication of the 
economic importance of the various crops and their potential for value adding to the 
national economy. Below is given the contribution of individual crops to GDP. 
 
Table 5: Contribution of individual crops to GDP (averages 1995-98) 

 
Crop Share of GDP (%) 
Yams 8.3 (27.2 billion 1990 N) 
Cereals (total) 7.1  (23.4 billion 1990 N) 
Cassava 5.9 (19.2 billion 1990 N) 
Sorghum 2.3 (7.6 billion 1990 N) 
Millet 1.9 (6.1 billion 1990 N) 
Maize 1.8 (5.8 billion 1990 N) 
Rice 1.2 (3.9 billion 1990 N) 
Source: FMANR, 2001 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

8

2.3 TRENDS, STATUS AND GROWTH OF AGRICULTURAL 

PRODUCTION, CULTIVATED AREA, YIELDS, PRICES AND 

EXPORTS 

 

Analyses of production and yields for the major agricultural commodities (crops and 
livestock) over the last 20 years (see Annexes 2a-2c & 3a-3c) show generally unstable 
and some negative trends that are inimical to sustainable agricultural growth and 
development.  
 
2.3.1 TRENDS IN AGRICULTURAL (CROPS AND LIVESTOCK) 

PRODUCTION 
 
The trends in agricultural production are presented by Annex 2a showing data on 
production for the various crops and Annex 2c Figures illustrating the growth 
performances based on triennial average growth rates. Maize output recorded 
exceptionally high growth rates between 1983-1985 and 1986-1988 but dismal 
negative growth rates between 1992-94 and 1995-97 and between 1995-97 and 1998-
2000. Millet production has been recording growth since 1980 though highly variable 
in nature; negative growth however occurred between 1989-91 and 1992-94. Sorghum 
recorded the highest output growth between 1989-91 and 1992-94, the smallest 
growth between 1998-2000 and 2001-2003 and a negative growth rate between 1986-
88 and 1989-91. Rice production recorded an increasing growth rate between 1980 
and 1991 and the growth became negative between 1989-91 and 1992-94 and between 
1998-2000 and 2001-2003. Cassava production has recorded positive growth rate 
since 1985, but the growth rate fell sharply from about 31% to 5% between 1989-91 
and 1992-94 and the growth rate has stagnated since then. Yam production has 
witnessed very unstable growth rates: growth rate was negative between 1980-82 and 
1983-1985 but has been positive since 1985 and declined to a low of 4% between 
1998-2000 and 2001-2003.Groundnut production which recorded positive growth rate 
between 1980 and 1997 suffered negative growth rate between 1998-2000 and 2001-
2003. Cocoa suffered negative growth rate in production between 1980-82 and 1983-
85 and between 1992-1994 and 1995-1997. The growth rate was about 9% between 
1998-2000 and 2001-2003. Cotton output declined by about 70% between 1980-82 
and 1983-85 and about 2% between 1989-91 and 1992-94. The growth rate between 
1998-2000 and 2001-2003 was about 6%. Coffee output declined by about 177% 
between 1983-85 and 1986-88 and by about 2% between 1998-2000 and 2001-2003. 
Oil palm production growth rate was negative between 1980-82 and 1983-85 and 
between 1992-94 and 1995-97; the growth rate was about 3% between 1998-2000 and 
2001-2003. Rubber output has been highly unstable: negative growth rates were 
recorded between 1989-91 and 1992-94, between 1995-97 and 1998-2000 and 
between 1998-2000 and 2001-2003 (see Table 6).  
 
Beef production slumped between 1983-85 and 1986-88 and between 1986-88 and 
1989-1991. The growth rate was about 16% between 1998-2000 and 2001-2003. 
Mouton has recorded positive though variable growth rate since 1980, but was 
marginal (3.4%) between 1998-2000 and 2001-2003. Also, pork production recorded 
positive growth rate since 1980 and the growth rate was about 11% between 1998-
2000 and 2001-2003. Egg production growth rate was positive since 1980 except 
between 1992-94 and 1995-97 when it slumped negative. The growth rate between 
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1998-2000 and 2001-2003 was about 6%. Chicken production has recorded positive 
growth rates since 1980 except between 1989-91 and 1992-94 when it was negative. It 
grew by about 8% between 1998-2000 and 2001-2003.  Growth rate in cow milk 
production remained positive since 1980 except between 1992-94 and 1995-97 when 
it was negative. Between 1998-2000 and 2001-2003, it grew by about 10%. Recent 
growth trend in goat meat production is poor as it was negative between 1998-2000 
and 2001-2003. Poultry meat also recorded a negative growth between 1989-91 and 
1992-94. 
   
TRENDS IN HARVEST AREA AND YIELDS 
 
 In general, harvest areas for the different crops have increased over the years. Few 
negative growth rates were reported – maize harvest area declined by 14.43% 
between 1992/94 and 1995/97 and by 17.7% between 1995/97-1998/2000; that for 
sorghum declined by 2.57% between 1986/88 and 1989/91 (See Annexes 1a-1c). The 
trends show that expansion in cultivated areas has been a major feature of agricultural 
production over the years.  
 
The trends in yields have been very disappointing as shown by tables and figures in 
the Annex 3a-3c. The trends in yields have been characterised by very unstable and 
mostly negative growth. For example, between 1998/2000 and 2001/3, negative 
growth rate in yield was observed for maize, sorghum, rice, cassava, yam and rubber. 
Similarly, negative growth rate was suffered by beef, egg and cow milk. Millet and oil 
palm recorded marginal growth rate in yields in the same period. 
 
The growth in output in the face of declining yields suggests that the bulk of the 
production increase is accounted for by expansion in cultivated area. This feature is 
buttressed by the growth in harvest area as shown in annex 1a-1c.  
 
 
TRENDS IN PRICES OF AGRICULTURAL OUTPUTS 
 
Since 1991, there has been a progressive decline in the growth rate of agricultural 
prices. The situation is virtually similar across the different agricultural crops as 
shown by Annex 4a-4c. Maize prices suffered the worst trends occasioned by the 
sharp decline in prices by about 45% between 1994/96-1997/99 to 0.39% between 
1997/99-2000/01. Similar sharp decline was recorded for millet: from a growth rate of 
50% between 1994/96-1997/99 to mere 1.91% between 1997/99-2000/01. 
Remarkably, cotton prices suffered a negative growth rate of about 17% between 
1994/96-1997/99 while growth rate of oil palm prices have remained comparatively 
the same between 1994/96-1997/99 and 1997/99-2000/01. On the other hand, the 
growth rate of sesame prices rose from about 4% between 1994/96-1997/99 to about 
30% between 1997/99-2000/01(see Table 6).  
 
The summary of growth trends in crop harvest area, output, yield and prices is given 
in table 6 as follows: 
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Table 6: Growth rates of crop harvest area, output and yield (based on triennial averages) 
 
Period  Growth rate of crop harvest area – hectares (based on triennial averages) 

Maize Millet Sorghum Rice Cassava Yam Cocoa Oil 
palm 

Rubber  

1980/82 –1983/85 60.18 0.35 33.76 10.26 -6.29 6.45    
1983/85-1986/88 61.1 44.72 23.26 21.56 7.94 2.53  6.94 20.65 
1986/88-1989/91 31.92 15.64 -2.57 4.9 35.96 31.96 2.28 3.42 61.56 
1989/91-1992/94 13.3 5.76 12.73 8.7 31.68 32.46 3.02 12.37 12.76 
1992/94-1995/97 -14.43 10.82 10.9 12.19 0.72 12.07 2.21 9.48 5.4 
1995/97-
1998/2000 

-17.7 6.25 6.55 12.52 6.09 20.0 7.64 2.13 5.79 

1998/2000-
2001/3 

9.08 6.41 4.13 23.76 11.56 9.76 18.92 5.35 7.0 

 Growth rate of output – metric tonnes (based on triennial averages) 
1980/82 –1983/85 48.18 20.73 18.31 10.7 -1.06 -10.53 -4.82 -4.02 4.91 
1983/85-1986/88 69.85 18.8 17.74 24.01 18.85 25.44 16.37 21.79 16.75 
1986/88-1989/91 19.0 14.65 -11.67 41.55 33.22 52.16 28.26 5.71 54.88 
1989/91-1992/94 12.88 -1.12 20.79 -3.17 30.85 37.76 16.61 10.76 -19.23 
1992/94-1995/97 -6.61 19.16 15.07 5.99 4.8 7.75 -9.12 -0.33 2.93 
1995/97-
1998/2000 

-21.36 4.86 6.02 5.48 2.6 8.92 9,54 7.35 -12.28 

1998/2000-
2001/3 

7.07 8.03 0.6 -7.82 4.07 4.03 8,53 2.69 -0.6 

 Growth rate of yield – hectogram per hectare (based on triennial averages) 
1980/82 –1983/85 -32.12 14.85 -19.07 0.53 5.24 -28.94 -4.83 1.2 4.92 
1983/85-1986/88 22.95 -46.88 -14.77 3.83 11.58 22.84 16.39 4.84 -1.56 
1986/88-1989/91 -16.59 -0.91 -8.76 -6.48 -3.35 30.35 26.56 0.88 -20.92 
1989/91-1992/94 -2.24 -7.47 9.1 -12.87 -2.14 7.75 14.01 -0.98 -36.48 
1992/94-1995/97 6.99 9.17 4.72 -7.31 4.32 -4.91 -10.8 -0.77 -2.92 
1995/97-
1998/2000 

-3.1 -1.49 -0.61 -8.12 -3.94 -13.87 2.19 0.88 -18.84 

1998/2000-
2001/3 

-2.24 1.51 -3.73 -39.5 -8.48 -6.32 13.63 0.49 -8.58 

 Growth rate of prices – naira per metric tonne (based on triennial averages) 
1991/93-1994/96 56.69 49.43 60.29 25.73 58.18 64.28 77.57 75.98 65.39 
1994/96-1997-99 45.26 50.91 35.96 37.79 41.52 33.63 15.78 25.59 31.37 
1997/99-2000/01 0.39 1.91 8.93 13.3 24.46 21.47 1.03 30.87 23.06 
Source: computed from FAO database 
 
The summary of growth trends in livestock production is given in table 7 as follows: 
 
Table 7: Growth rates of livestock output and yield (based on triennial averages) 
 

Period Growth rate in output 
Beef  Mouton Pork Egg Chicken Cow 

milk 
Goat 
meat 

Poultry  

1980/82 –1983/85 16.61 12.77 22.73 11.97 7.25 3.83 17.01 7.25 
1983/85-1986/88 -62.22 10.48 44.54 11.25 11.7 5.28 32.36 11.7 
1986/88-1989/91 -25.44 13.22 18.35 14.8 10.83 8.1 26.66 10.83 
1989/91-1992/94 12.77 11.03 6.58 21.29 -2.63 7.08 12.99 -2.63 
1992/94-1995/97 14.53 25.21 13.33 -20.02 2.94 -1.8 36.24 2.94 
1995/97-1998/2000 11.21 27.32 10.89 21.36 2.11 4.42 23.3 2.11 
1998/2000-2001/3 15.67 3.4 11.21 5.67 7.54 10.39 -3.07 7.54 
 Growth rate of yield 
1980/82 –1983/85 -0.27 - - -0.41 - -0.08 - - 
1983/85-1986/88 -64.41 - - 0.26 -  - - 
1986/88-1989/91 7.88 - - -0.62 - -0.17 - - 
1989/91-1992/94 14.79 - - 2.68 -- -2.09 - -- 
1992/94-1995/97 -3.86 - -- -3.43 - 0.81 -- - 
1995/97-1998/2000 -0.68 - - -2.23 - 2.52 - - 
1998/2000-2001/3 -1.44 - - -1.11 - -0.83 - - 

Source: computed from FAO database 
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2.3.5 TRENDS IN AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS 
 
Exportation of agricultural commodities is major strategy for developing the non-oil 
economy and achieving diversified productive base. Towards this, successive 
governments have implemented measures to promote agricultural exports. The 
National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy (NEEDS) envisions 
non-oil exports earnings to grow from less than 5% of total exports in 2003 to more 
than 10% in 2007. Much of this growth would have to come from agriculture since it 
constitutes almost 90% of non-oil exports. During the SAP regime, the government 
allowed exporters to keep all their foreign exchange earnings in a domiciliary account 
from which they could draw for their foreign exchange transactions. Export financing 
by commercial banks was facilitated through Central Bank discounting facilities.  
 
Agricultural exports (including raw commodities and processed products) constitute 
the dominant component of the non-oil exports, accounting for, on the average, 78.7% 
and 83.2% of total annual non-oil export value during the 1992-1996 and 1997-1998 
periods respectively. Agricultural exports are mostly in the form of raw (unprocessed) 
agricultural commodities. The low and marginal share of processed agricultural 
products in total agricultural export value signifies the abysmal low level of value-
addition agribusiness in the country. Cocoa is Nigeria's principal agricultural export 
reaching a share of 73.4% of agricultural export volume in 1998; and also the leading 
commodity in terms of export intensity.  
 
Cocoa products including raw forms (cocoa beans) and semi-processed and processed 
forms including cocoa butter, cocoa powder, cocoa paste and cocoa cake accounted 
for, on the average, about 50% of the annual agricultural export value during 1992-
1996. In 1998, cocoa products accounted for 73.4% of the annual agricultural export 
volume. Evaluating Nigeria's agricultural export value in dollar terms confirms the 
predominance of cocoa in agricultural export supply. Cocoa (raw and processed 
forms) accounted for on the average, 51.7% and 54.6% of Nigeria's total annual 
agricultural exports (dollar terms) during 1992-1996 and 1997-2001 periods 
respectively. Fig 4 below pictures the heavy role of cocoa in Nigeria's agricultural 
export performance. 

Fig 4. Cocoa exports and total agric exports - volu me in 1998 
Percent share 

73%

27%

cocoa exports (volume in 1998)

other agric exports (volume in
1998)
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On the other hand, rubber accounted for on the average 21.6% of annual agricultural 
export value during 1992-1996; just as fish/shrimps, cotton/yarn and palm produce 
accounted for on the average 6.3%, 5.4% and 2.1% of annual agricultural exports 
respectively during the same period. Gum Arabic accounted for on the average, mere 
0.7% of annual agricultural exports during the same period. The relative export-
market orientation of the various crops was examined to provide a picture of the 
export intensity of commodity production. Cocoa still retained the leading position - 
close to an annual average of 40% of total output of cocoa beans was sold in export 
markets during the 1992-1998 periods. The comparative figures for rubber and coffee 
were 30% and 2.43% respectively. Currently therefore, the major Nigerian 
agricultural exports are cocoa, rubber, cotton and yarn.  
 

 AGRICULTURE AS A STRATEGIC SECTOR IN THE 

ECONOMY 

 

Agriculture is clearly the dominant sector of the Nigerian economy by virtue of 
accounting for the largest single share of GDP and total employment. Agriculture 
share of the GDP increased from an annual average of 38% during 1992-96 to 40% 
during 1997-2001 and about 50% in 2002-2003. Agricultural growth exceeded growth 
of the overall economy in larger part of the 1992-2001 periods. Compared with 
growth of the aggregate non-oil sector, agricultural growth was, in terms of annual 
average, higher in the last five years. The growth of the oil economy has been 
generally lower than growth in agriculture GDP; during 1992-1996 and 1997-2001, 
average annual growth in oil GDP were 0.75% and -0.10% respectively compared to 
2.37% and 4.34% for agriculture also respectively. In 2002, the agricultural sector 
achieved very good performance recording a growth rate of about 5.1% as compared 
to population growth rate of 2.8%. Figs. 5 & 6 show a strong association between 
agricultural GDP growth and the non-oil GDP growth on the one hand and between 
agricultural GDP growth and overall GDP on the other hand. 

Fig. 5. Annual growth rate of GDP - 
overall economy and agric
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Fig. 6. Annual growth rate of subsector GDP - non-
oil and agric
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Correlation analysis between shares of sub-sectors in overall GDP showed a strong 
association (99.8%) between non-oil GDP and agriculture GDP; the correlation 
between overall GDP and agriculture GDP was similarly very strong (99.7%). 
Agriculture is therefore undoubtedly a critical element of non-oil sub-sector and 
overall economy of Nigeria. This implies that the prospects of the non-oil sub-sector 
and overall economy are closely tied to the performance of the agricultural sector. 
Rural demand (principally driven by growth in agriculture-rural incomes) accounts for 
80% of rural non-farm sector (RNFS) growth. The sector is characterised by high 
domestic resources intensity and low import dependency (accounts for mere annual 
average of 1.58 of foreign exchange demand between 1992-1996, underscoring the 
potential comparative advantage over other sectors relying heavily on imports.  
 
 

2.5 REVIEW OF AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

STRATEGIES AND POLICIES IN NIGERIA 

 

2.5.1 RETROSPECTIVE VIEW OF NIGERIAN AGRICULTURAL POLICY 
LANDSCAPE 

 
Until 1988 when the Federal Government articulated an Agricultural Policy for 
Nigeria, agricultural development was based on piecemeal measures that did not tie 
into an articulate and coherent strategy. Nonetheless, the agricultural development 
landscape since independence in 1960 can be fairly distinguished from a historical 
perspective into four time periods as follows. 
 
The 1960-1970 phase: Government philosophy in this era generally reflected 
economic laissez faire and the concept of agriculture as a residual sector to release 
surplus labour to a modern capitalist sector. There was minimum government 
intervention in agriculture and most of the policies were sub-national in nature, with 
emphases on creating institutions for agricultural research, extension, export crop 
marketing, pricing and input (agro-chemicals) subsidy with focus on cocoa, 
groundnut, cotton, rubber and palm produce- the main agricultural export 
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commodities. Governments pursued agricultural modernisation through farm 
settlement schemes and government-owned agricultural development corporations for 
mostly cash and export crops. While agriculture performed relatively well during this 
era, the situation deteriorated in the late 1960s as export crop production declined and 
mild food shortages emerged.  
 
The 1971-85 phase: This phase witnessed pervasive public sector dominance in 
economic activities, manifested by surge of government-owned companies, heavy 
administrative and direct controls, direct government participation in economic 
production including massive direct government intervention in agriculture. The 
presupposition was that oil boom revenues should be used to finance social and 
economic development, particularly agriculture. Declining performance of the 
agricultural sector coupled with the dramatic rise in oil revenues induced government 
to intervene heavily and directly in agriculture to boost food production and stem the 
growing food deficits. According to Olayemi (1995), the 1970s was marked by an 
unprecedented surge of agricultural policies, programmes and projects based on the 
assumption that heavy government clout (fiscal strengths from oil boom) was required 
to reverse agriculture’s decline. Some of the major developments in the agricultural 
policy landscape include: expansion in capital expenditures in agriculture, accelerated 
depreciation allowances on agricultural capital investments and income tax reliefs on 
incomes from new agricultural enterprises, concessionary interest rates on agricultural 
loans, use of special schemes and regulations to ease the flow of low-cost credit to 
agriculture and the rural sector. Others are the establishment of the Nigerian 
Agricultural and Cooperative Bank, the launching of the Rural Banking Scheme, an 
Agricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme and the Strategic Grain Reserve Scheme.  
 
Other measures taken during the 1971-85 period include the promotion of agricultural 
export trade through the abolition of export duties on scheduled export crops, import 
liberalisation in respect of food, agricultural inputs and agricultural machinery and 
equipment, establishment of six national commodity boards as major instrument of 
agricultural commodity marketing and pricing, centralisation of fertiliser procurement 
and distribution, the creation of national network of agro-service centres, the creation 
of National Seed Service to produce and multiply improved seeds, the launching of a 
National Accelerated Food Production Project, massive input subsidy on fertiliser, 
agro-chemicals and extension to food crops, the promulgation of the Land Use Decree 
(whereby ownership of land was vested in state governments in trust for the people 
and use rights were to be granted to people through statutory rights). The period also 
witnessed the creation of the Agricultural Research Council of Nigeria, massive 
assistance to farmers on land clearing, the creation of the Agricultural Development 
Projects (extension-oriented integrated rural development projects), the establishment 
of the River Basin Development Authorities as major instrument of water resources 
and irrigation policy, the launching of the Operation Feed the Nation Programme, the 
Green Revolution Programme and the setting up of government-owned companies for 
direct agricultural production.  
 
The 1986-1993 period: This period was marked by structural adjustment and 
economic liberalisation measures including fiscal tightening, monetary and exchange 
rate deregulation, institutional restructuring and government divestiture from direct 
economic activity. Though mostly macroeconomic in nature, the SAP measures 
reflected heavily on the agricultural economy. The thrust of fiscal policies was to 
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reduce government expenditure and eliminate fiscal deficits – this entailed the 
rationalisation of government programmes and the reduction or elimination of 
government subsidies on selected products including petroleum products and 
agricultural inputs. Monetary policy aimed at curtailing credit to the public sector and 
liberalisation of interest rates. Agriculture was designated a priority sector for credit 
flow to the private sector. The exchange rate policies were designed to reduce 
dependence on the oil sector for foreign exchange earnings through the expansion of 
agricultural exports and to encourage more efficient local production. The trade policy 
thrust involved the relaxation of import restrictions and the trimming of the import 
prohibition list; the tariff structure intended to expose local producers in all sectors 
(including agriculture) to international competition while protecting them against 
unfair competition and dumping (Shaib et al, 1997). During 1986-1993, significant 
developments include the abolition of commodity marketing boards, export promotion 
by allowing exporters to keep and use all foreign exchange proceeds in domiciliary 
accounts, import restrictions to protect local production (import bans on rice, wheat, 
barley, vegetable oils), export promotion and financing facilities through the 
establishment of the Export Processing Zones, the Nigerian Export and Import Bank 
and the reorganisation of the River Basin Development Authorities. Also established 
were the Directorate of Food, Roads and Rural Infrastructure, the National 
Agricultural Insurance Company, the National Agricultural Land Development 
Authority and the National Directorate of Employment. 

The 1994-1999 periods: This period witnessed the termination of some of the SAP 
measures such as foreign exchange market deregulation and reverting to fixed 
exchange rate regime (pegging of the exchange rate at N21.996 to the dollar). The 
central thrust was to check inflation through reduction or elimination of fiscal deficits 
and withdrawal of government subsidy; for example, fertiliser subsidies were 
abolished in 1997. Other measures during the period include the imposition of interest 
rate ceilings on deposits and loans, changes in tariff structure and rates purportedly to 
protect the domestic production and rationalise consumption patterns (Olayemi, 
1995). 

The post-1999 period: This period marks the return of democratic governance to the 
country with opportunities for sustainable agricultural growth, poverty reduction and 
economic development. Important new directions for agriculture are the vigour 
towards greater private sector role in agriculture under an enabling environment for 
agriculture sector investment by local and foreign investors. New market and 
economic liberalisation policies that create space for private sector to play a more 
dynamic and active role in agriculture sector growth are currently being implemented 
in the country. The period has witnessed streamlining of agricultural sector 
institutions including the merger of the Nigerian Agricultural and Cooperative Bank 
and Peoples Bank to form Nigerian Agricultural, Cooperative and Rural Development 
Bank, the merger of Federal Agricultural Coordinating Unit and Agricultural Projects 
Monitoring and Evaluation Unit to form the Projects Coordinating Unit and 
integrating the National Agricultural Land Development Authority into the 
Department of Land Resources in the Federal Ministry of Agricultural and Natural 
Resources.  Within the period also, a National Integrated Rural Development Sector 
Strategy, a National Policy on Integrated Rural Development and a National Policy 
Thrust on Agriculture have been formulated. 
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2.6 AGRICULTURE IN NIGERIA’S DEVELOPMENT AND 

POVERTY REDUCTION STRATEGIES 

 

2.6.1 Agriculture in the National Development Plans 

Accelerating the growth of agricultural productivity and incomes has been a key 
component of Nigeria’s development and poverty reduction strategies, since 
independence in 1960. At independence in 1960, Nigeria adopted five-year National 
Development Plans (NDPs), based on import-substitution industrialization and 
agricultural development strategies, to promote social and economic development. 
Between 1962-1985, the country executed four NDPs. The objectives of Nigeria’s 
agricultural policy, as contained in the 4 National Development Plans (1962-1968; 
1970-1974; 1975-1980 and 1981-1985) include: promotion of self-sufficiency in food 
and raw materials for industries; improvement of the socio-economic welfare of rural 
people engaged in agriculture; and diversification of the sources of foreign exchange 
earnings through increased agricultural exports arising from the adoption of 
appropriate technologies in food production and distribution. The first two National 
Development Plans (1962-68, 1970-74) conceived agriculture as a source of surplus 
through market board taxation to finance development of the national economy. In 
1990, Nigeria adopted the Rolling Plan in order to ameliorate the shortcomings of 
post-independence Fixed Five-Year Plans, make planning more flexible and link to 
policy and budgeting. It was also hoped that the Rolling Plan would consolidate the 
achievements of the economic reform programme embedded in the SAP framework. 
Between 1990 and 2001, the authorities put in place successive 3-year Rolling Plans, 
with agriculture as one of the priority sectors. 

2.6.2 Agriculture in the Structural Adjustment Programme (SAP)  

 
The Nigerian SAP in 1986 set out to restructure and diversify the economy’s 
productive base and reduce the economy dependence on petroleum exports, eliminate 
distortion and rationalise consumption and expenditure patterns, expand non-oil 
exports, increase the reliance of the economy on market forces, and reduce 
government controls and roll back government direct participation in market and the 
economy and give the private sector role a larger role in the domestic economy, 
towards encouraging competition and rational resource allocation.  
 
The Nigerian expectation under SAP is that the agricultural economy should serve as 
an avenue for the diversification of exports. The assessments of the impact of SAP on 
the agriculture sector are mixed. Some argue that SAP triggered significant supply 
responses from the rural economy in terms of a substantial increase in food and export 
crop production – the early years of SAP gave rise to significant improvements in 
non-oil exports led by cocoa. Similar views are that it led to an expansion of rural 
incomes and a dramatic reduction in rural poverty with the incidence decreasing from 
51 percent in 1985 to 46 percent in 1992 (World Bank, 2002). Others however 
observe that the intended objective of diversifying the productive base of the economy 
has not been achieved through structural adjustment (Shaib et al, 1997). 
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2.6.3 Agriculture in Poverty Reduction Strategies and Policies 

 
Recognizing the close interface between agricultural-rural development and poverty 
alleviation, several targeted poverty alleviation programmes bear strong agricultural-
rural sector bias. The Directorate for Foods, Roads and Rural Infrastructure (DFRRI) 
established in 1986 aimed at developing rural and agricultural infrastructures 
including roads, agro-facilities, electricity to improve rural productivity, employment 
and incomes. The National Directorate for Employment has since 1987 been 
implementing schemes to promote skills acquisition, job creation and enterprise 
development in agricultural and non-agricultural sectors. While the Peoples’ Bank 
(established in 1989) aimed at easing access to low-cost credit in the informal sector 
including farmer groups and producer’s associations, the Community Banking 
Programme established in 1991 was designed to promote community-owned banking 
(savings and credit) among the grassroots including farmers and rural people. Also, 
women-targeted poverty alleviation programmes emphasized agriculture and rural 
sector. The Better Life Programme (BLP) for Rural Women was established in 1987 
to improve rural and agricultural women’s incomes and welfare through productivity 
enhancing measures, enterprise development, skills and capacity development. The 
Family Support Programme (FSP) was established in 1994 to promote women’s 
productivity and incomes through easier access to micro-credit. Nigeria’s Draft 
Interim Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (August 2003) incorporates agricultural and 
rural development as a main agenda of poverty reduction strategy. Currently, the 
National Poverty Eradication Programme (NAPEP) established in 2000 is 
implementing nation-wide employment creation and enterprise development schemes 
in agricultural production, processing, marketing and agro-based activities. However, 
agricultural components of the poverty alleviation programmes have had little impact 
due to poor linkages and lack of coordination with sector strategies and policy 
discontinuity. 
While incorporating agricultural and rural development as a key element of poverty 
reduction strategy, the Draft Interim Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper) I-PRSP 
anchors on the Nigerian Rural Development Sector Strategy developed in 2001, with 
an overarching goal of bringing about poverty reduction and enhanced food security 
through sustainable agriculture and rural development. The strategies defined in the 
IPRSP point to the following priorities and options: a) promotion of rural productive 
farm and off-farm activities; b) human resource development; c) enhancement of rural 
infrastructure – physical, economic and social infrastructure and their maintenance by 
communities; d) special programmes for target groups and/or development 
challenges, such as women, youth, children and HIV/AIDS; and e) organization and 
mobilization of rural communities. In this context, an important future challenge is to 
clarify mechanisms for achieving pro-poor growth in the agricultural and rural sector. 
 
2.6.4 Agriculture in the National Economic Empowerment and Development 

Strategy (NEEDS) 
  
The NEEDS targets: minimum annual growth rate of 6% per annum in agriculture; $3 
billion in agricultural exports, a major component of which will be cassava by 2007; 
drastic reduction in food imports from 14.5% of total imports to 5% by 2007; 
development and implementation of a scheme of land preparation services to increase 
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cultivable arable land by 10% annually and foster private sector participation through 
incentive schemes (NPC, 2004) 
 
The policy framework embodies: providing the right policy environment and 
vigorously targeted incentives for private sector investment in the sector: Government 
will implement agricultural and rural development policy aimed at addressing the 
foregoing constraints; fostering effective linkage with industry to achieve maximum 
value addition/processing for export; creation of more agricultural and rural 
employment opportunities to increase the income of farmers and rural dwellers 
through the modernization of production and creation of an agricultural sector that is 
responsive to the demands and realities of the Nigerian economy; reversing the trend 
in import of food, (which stood at 14.5% of total imports at end 2001), through a 
progressive programme for agricultural expansion; reduction of the food import bill to 
stem the rising trade imbalance as well as diversify the foreign exchange earning base 
of the economy and striving towards food security and generate surplus for the export 
market. 

 
To achieve these targets, the strategies will include: vigorous implementation of the 
Presidential Initiatives on Cassava, Rice, Vegetable oil, sugar, livestock, tree crops 
and cereals. Under this initiative, Nigeria hopes to generate as much as N3 billion 
annually from the export of agricultural products; taking advantage of the various 
concessionary arrangements within the WTO, EU-ACP, and the AGOA, NEPAD and 
the huge market in the West African Region sub region; strengthening of agricultural 
research and revitalization of the agricultural training and streamlining the extension 
delivery system including the involvement of non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs) in extension delivery; developing effective and sustainable private sector-led 
input supply and distribution system. Others include: adequate capitalization of the 
Nigerian Agricultural, Cooperative and Rural Development Bank (NACRDB) to 
provide soft agricultural credit and rural finance; the NACRDB has been restructured 
and its mandate expanded to include full financial intermediation; refurbishment of 
the eight functional silo complexes and phased completion of the remaining ones to 
improve and increase the capacity of the food reserve programme as a step to food 
security. These would be leased out to farmers either on individual or group basis; 
promotion of joint-venture private sector managed multi-commodity development and 
marketing companies to guarantee remunerative prices for farmers, stabilize consumer 
prices and provide alternative market for farm produce through buyer-of-last-resort 
mechanism; promotion of all season farming through rain-fed and irrigated farming 
with emphasis on fadama agriculture as well as implementation of the programme for 
the massive production of tree crop seedlings (NPC, 2004). 
 
2.6.5 Agriculture in the Rural Development Strategy 
 
Agricultural sector occupies a central position in the current Nigeria Rural 
Development Sector Strategy (NRDSS). The strategy encapsulates key elements with 
potentially significant implications for agricultural development. Such elements 
include enabling incentive framework for rural economy, institutions role re-
definition, efficient public sector delivery (subsidies, credit, extension, public 
spending), technology generation and dissemination, sustainable management of 
natural resources, adequate and efficient rural infrastructure (physical and social) and 
development of human capital (FMANR, 2001). Similarly, agriculture is one of the 
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priority policy areas for integrated rural development under the National Policy on 
Integrated Rural Development. Cross cutting integrated rural development strategies 
with potentials to positively impact on agriculture are human resources development 
and utilisation, enabling rural infrastructure, appropriate institutional framework, 
sustainable funding and effective coordination and monitoring (FMANR, 2001). 
 
2.7 THE CURRENT AGRICULTURAL POLICY OUTLOOK 

 
2.7.1 The National Policy on Integrated Rural Development 
 
Origin, Objectives and Strategy 
 
The National Policy on Integrated Rural Development was adopted in 2001 following 
a National Rural Development Sector Study. The objectives of the NPIRD include: 
reducing poverty, increasing productivity, reducing unemployment, improving rural 
and urban food security and promoting competitiveness. The National Policy on 
Integrated Rural Development (NPIRD) envisions the rural economy as a mainstream 
component of national agricultural and rural development. The agricultural policy 
area of NIPDR centres on the provision of increased investment in agricultural 
research and extension services in support of the smallholder farmer.  
 
The strategies enunciated in the Policy include: promotion of rural productive 
activities, supportive human resources development and utilization (health and 
population; culture and social development; education, technology and skills 
development; research and extension services). Also included is the creation of 
enabling rural infrastructure; special programmes for target groups. Also provided for 
are rural community organization and mobilization and participation of rural people in 
the policy process. 
 
The current Nigeria Rural Sector Strategy is based on the five principles: a) non-
intervention; b) enabling Nigerian agriculture to transit from being low-cost, low-
price supplier to supplier of high quality, value-added commodities and animal 
products, obtaining premium prices and capable of sustaining growth in the sector and 
raising the incomes of farm families; c) participation; d) sustainability; and e) greater 
equity. 

2.7.2 The New National Policy Thrust on Agriculture 
 
Origin, Objectives and Strategy  
 
The New National Policy Thrust on Agriculture was adopted in March 2002. The 
main features of that policy include the evolution of strategies that will ensure 
sufficiency and improvement of the level of technical and economic efficiency in food 
production; reduction in risks and uncertainties; unified and all-inclusive extension 
delivery system; promotion of agro-allied industries; provision of rural infrastructure, 
rural banking, primary healthcare, cottage industries, etc. The broad objectives 
include: attainment of self-sufficiency in basic food commodities with particular 
reference to those which consume considerable shares of Nigeria’s foreign exchange 
and for which the country has comparative advantage in local production; increase in 
production and processing of agricultural raw-materials to meet the growth of an 
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expanding industrial sector and increase in production and processing of exportable 
commodities with a view of increasing their foreign exchange earning capacity and 
further diversifying the country’s export base and sources of foreign exchange 
earnings.  
 
Others are modernization of agricultural production, processing, storage and 
distribution through the infusion of improved technologies and management so that 
agriculture can be more responsive to the demands of other sectors of the Nigerian 
economy; creation of more agricultural and rural employment opportunities to 
increase the income of farmers and rural dwellers and to productively absorb an 
increasing labour force in the nation; protection and improvement of agricultural land 
resources and preservation of the environment for sustainable agricultural production; 
and establishment of appropriate institutions and creation of administrative organs to 
facilitate the integrated development and realization of the country’s agricultural 
potentials. 
 
The strategies contained in the Policy include: creating the conducive macro-
environment to stimulate greater private sector investment in agriculture so that the 
private sector can assume its appropriate role as the leader and main actor in 
agriculture; rationalizing the roles of the tiers of government in their promotional and 
supportive activities to stimulate growth; reorganizing the institutional framework for 
government intervention in the sector to facilitate smooth and integrated development 
of agricultural potentials; and articulating and implementing integrated rural 
development as a priority national programme to raise the quality of life of the rural 
people. Also included are: increasing agricultural production through increased 
budgetary allocation and promotion of the necessary developmental, supportive and 
service-oriented activities (unified extension system, i.e. ADPs) to enhance 
production and productivity and marketing opportunities; increasing fiscal incentives 
to agriculture, among other sectors, and reviewing import waiver anomalies on 
agricultural imports; and promotion of increased use of agricultural machinery and 
inputs through favourable tariff policy. 
 
The new policy highlights the following aspects of agricultural improvement 
programmes: research and development including biotechnology; animal vaccine 
production; veterinary drug manufacture; agro-chemicals manufacture; water 
management; adaptive technology; agricultural development fund; supportive 
activities (input support, and commodity marketing and export) and service delivery 
activities (input supply and distribution, agricultural extension, credit and micro-credit 
delivery, and cooperative and farmer/community associations). 
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Below is a recap of a summary of the agricultural policy landscape given by (DFID, 
2003). 
 
Table 8. Elements and Assessment of the Agricultural Policy Environment 

 
Policy Assessment Comment 
Inputs: Fertilizer Highly 

Adverse, but 
some positive 
developments 

Subsidy scheme (which ought in principle to benefit poor farmers) is controlled 
by the elite and larger commercial farms, leading to high prices and poor 
availability for the bulk of farmers. Subsidy system has traditionally been 
favoured politically by the North of the country, but benefits do not feed down to 
the poor rural communities; Recent developments suggest that reforms building 
on the privatization of NAFCON may ease the negative impact of policies in 
coming years  

Input Seeds Adverse Until recently a major problem area, with heavy state involvement, crowding out 
and restrictions on private sector involvement; Some recent improvement in the 
situation a the state has withdrawn and private firms have been able to increase 
their activities, but a low level of competition remains  

Inputs: 
Herbicides, 
pesticides etc 

Mildly 
Adverse 

Until recently highly distorted market with poor availability; Widespread sale of 
environmentally unsound products  (banned in US and EU) and persistent 
problem of adulterated products on the market; Some recent improvement led by 
entry of new corporations but withdrawal of multinationals from the market 

Access to Finance Adverse Weak record of development finance programmes, with improper beneficiary 
selection and widespread as a form of patronage 
Loan schemes have low repayment record because loans are regarded as form of 
patronage; Recent recasting of the Nigerian Agricultural Co-Operative and Rural 
Development Bank (formed from the former NACB, the Peoples Bank and the 
Family Economic Advancement Programmes) may not address high default rates 
Credit guarantee scheme under-utilised as commercial Banks have few rural 
branches and are not disposed to lend to farmers crop Insurance Scheme is not 
widely used 

Output Market 
Policies 

Favourable Output markets are mostly fully liberalized and in private hands with no state 
intervention (except minor involvement in food grain markets for the food 
security reserve); The NNAP has plans for more systematic intervention through 
commodity Development companies and the creation of a commodity exchange 

Regulatory 
Policies and 
Enforcement  

Adverse  General lack of effective functioning regulatory systems that are required for 
proper functioning of markets e.g. standards, weight and measures, safeguards 
against marketing of illegal, adulterated and hazardous substances 

Policies on trade 
in Agricultural 
Products  

Adverse Lack of effective public sector support fro development of agricultural exports 
markets; bureaucratic and heavy regulatory environment for exporters 
Heavy tariff protection in support of Domestic agriculture and Agro-processing 
reduces incentives to export. 

 
2.8 CRITICISMS OF PAST AND CURRENT AGRICULTURAL 

POLICIES 
 
Nigerian agricultural policies have been shallow, poorly articulated, too casual and 
simplistic. They tend to be largely narrative, not sufficiently analytical and reflective 
of the hard issues of strategy and policy accountability. They lack adequate translation 
of strategies into sector programmes and projects. Often, they contain no indicators, 
benchmarks and targets, thereby making measurement, tracking and monitoring 
extremely difficult. There are no explicit linkages to existing policies and frameworks 
that impact on agric sector, e.g. rural development, SMEs, environment, water 
resources. The policy elements are not elaborately contextualised as they lack visible 
linkages to past agric policies. It is not clear what value has been added by successive 
policies and there are no clear inputs and insights from sound policy analysis.  
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2.9 ROLE OF THE DIFFERENT TIERS OF GOVERNMENT  

 
2.9.1 Role of the Federal Government 
 
Unlike previous policy documents, the current National Policy on Integrated Rural 
Development and the New National Policy Thrust on Agriculture contains the 
definition of the role of the federal government vis-à-vis the state and local 
governments. 
 
The new NPIRD recognizes that the involvement of the federal government of 
Nigeria in the direct implementation of rural development is not practicable. The goal 
of federal institutions is now focused on guiding national policy and evaluating its 
effects with respect for the four broad principles of non-intervention, consistency, 
democracy and sustainability. Various Federal Ministries and Agencies have major 
responsibilities in key sectors of rural development.  
 
Most specifically, the role of the Federal Government is to define national policy and 
ensure that all relevant agencies work harmoniously and effectively towards the 
attainment of its objectives. It has the responsibility to provide leadership, direction, 
support and coordination to the entire national rural development effort. The specific 
duties of the Federal Government through the Department of Rural Development 
under the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development include: collect, 
collate, analyze and disseminate research results on all matters relevant to rural 
development; disseminate data, research results and other relevant information to such 
agencies, communities and persons who may benefit from it in the interest of rural 
development; promote the development and maintenance of rural infrastructural 
facilities; promote an enabling environment for achieving the integration of rural 
productive activities; assist the small-scale farmers in the rural areas to achieve 
optimal utilization of farm land and consolidation of fragmented land holdings and 
promote employment opportunities in the rural areas. Others are: provide a forum for 
bringing together all stakeholders in rural development in order to ensure the dullest 
dialogue, cooperation and coordination among them in the formulation, 
implementation, monitoring and review of rural development programmes; provide 
technical advice and support to all relevant federal, state and local governments as 
well as community-based organisations in the identification, selection, formulation 
and management of rural development programmes; ensure adequate feedback from 
the various stakeholders in order to strengthen participation of beneficiary 
communities in the performance monitoring and evaluation of programmes and 
projects. The Federal Government is also charged to organize periodic assessment of 
the human resource needs in the rural development sector and organize and conduct 
training for development of human resources for the sector; mobilize and manage 
funds for the promotion and support of high priority rural development programmes 
and projects throughout the country; encourage and support the formation and 
strengthening of community-based organisations and implementation of community 
self-help projects; coordinate all rural development Technical Aid Programmes from 
international agencies, in order to ensure compliance with set standards and publish 
an Annual Rural Welfare Report. 
 
Specifically concerning agriculture, the National Policy on Agriculture defines the 
role of Federal Government to include: making laws and policies relating to major 
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activities in agriculture that cut across state boundaries and ecological zones; research 
and development of appropriate technology for agriculture, including biotechnology 
to continually increase the yield of agricultural produce as well as find markets for the 
products; seed industry development, seed law enforcement and seed quality control; 
management of impounded water, supervision of large dams and irrigation canals, 
maintenance of pumping facilities. Others are: control of pests and diseases of 
national and international significance and promotion on Integrated Production and 
Pest Management; establishment and maintenance of virile national animal and plant 
quarantine services; maintenance of favourable tariff regime for agricultural 
commodities; promotion of export of agricultural commodities, through the Export 
Processing Zones (EPZ); promotion of agricultural commodities development and 
marketing institutions. They also include: maintenance of fishing terminals and other 
fisheries infrastructure including cold rooms; promotion of trawling, artisanal and 
aquaculture fisheries; protection of Nigeria’s Exclusive Economic Zone for fisheries 
resources and periodic review of the provisions of Agreements on Agricultural Trade 
reached between Nigeria and the World Trade Organization (WTO). 
 
2.9.2 Role of State Governments 
 
Under the NPIRD, state governments are assigned the roles and responsibilities which 
among others include: coordinate, monitor and review integrated rural development 
issues; collect, collate, analyze and disseminate relevant data on integrated rural 
development activities; budget programming, project co-ordination and financial 
management; technical advice to relevant agencies in the state, local governments, 
CBRDOs as well as NGOs in the identification, selection, formulation and 
management of rural development programmes; prepare and monitor the 
implementation of state rural development master plan; assist the Local Government 
Councils to prepare annual work plans; train and provide professional support to 
Local Government Community Development Department staff.  
 
In the area of agriculture, the state governments are charged with responsibilities, 
which among others include (FGN, 2002): provision of virile and effective extension 
service; promotion of the production of inputs for crop, livestock, fish and forestry; 
ensuring access to lands by those who wish to engage in farming; development and 
management of irrigation areas or large dams; promotion of appropriate farm 
mechanization; training and manpower development. Others are: control of plant and 
animal pests and diseases; promotion of appropriate institutions for administering 
credits to smallholder farmers; maintenance of buffer stocks of agricultural 
commodities; investment in rural development including rural roads and water 
supplies and the ownership, management and control of forest estates held in trust for 
the local communities. 
 
2.9.3 Role of Local Governments 
 
Local governments are primarily regarded as rural development agencies under the 
NPIRD. The Policy provides that local governments are to establish close and 
functional linkages with local communities, states, federal agencies and other 
development agents operating at the local government level and ensure that there is 
understanding and cooperation among the various actors and efforts are harmonized 
and integrated. The Local Governments would prepare annual work plans and budgets 
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for community development projects and activities; prepare and manage contracts for 
rural development projects where external funding is involved, with the involvement 
of the State Ministry/Agency for Rural Development and the communities; liase with 
State Ministry/Agency of Rural Development/Communities, NGOs and the private 
sector; assist communities in executing development projects in collaboration with 
NGOs and the private sector; monitor progress of local governments’ rural 
development programmes; implement advocacy, sensitisation, information/publicity 
programmes on rural development; assist other government agencies, CBRDOs, 
NGOs and the private sector to obtain all relevant information on rural development. 
 
Specifically in agriculture, the Local Government has the following roles: provision 
of an effective agricultural extension service; provision of rural infrastructure; 
management of irrigation areas of dams; mobilization of farmers for accelerated 
agricultural and rural development through cooperative organizations, local 
institutions and communities provision of land for new entrants into farming in 
accordance with the provision of the Land Use Act; coordination of data collection at 
the primary levels jointly (with state governments); finance agricultural extension and 
rural infrastructure development. 
 
2.9.4 The Role for the Private Sector in Agriculture and Rural Sector 
 
Over the years, agricultural policy has promoted public sector dominance, but the 
policy thrust is shifting towards greater role for the private sector. The NPIRD 
prescribes for the private sector the role of manufacturing and marketing of local tools 
and equipment; rehabilitation and construction of rural infrastructure facilities; 
participation in maintenance of rural infrastructure facilities, including capacity 
building in the maintenance of rural infrastructure; employment of rural people 
thereby reducing rural unemployment; marketing of rural goods and services; 
identification of rural development projects; funding of community development 
projects. Similarly, the Agricultural Policy enunciates that the private sector would 
play leading roles in: investment in all aspects of agricultural production; agricultural 
produce storage, processing and marketing; agricultural input supply and distribution; 
production of commercial seeds, seedlings, bloodstock and fingerlings under 
government certification and quality control; agricultural mechanization; provision of 
enterprise-specific rural infrastructure and support for research in all aspects of 
agriculture. 
 
2.10 ACTIONS AND MEASURES TO IMPLEMENT AGRICULTURAL  

AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND FOOD SECURITY  
 
2.10.1 THE FADAMA PROJECT 
 
The Fadama Development Project (Fadama II) seeks to raise the incomes and improve 
the well-being of about 2 million rural families involved in fadama production and 
related off-farm activities as well as enhance food security and reduce poverty, 
through environmentally sustainable increases in agro-pastoral and food chain supply 
productivity and competitiveness and better access to inputs and product markets and 
associated services. Pursuant to these development objectives, the proposed project 
would finance the following: a) an infrastructure component designed to increase 
access of the rural poor to essential social services and markets; b) a science and 
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technology component to ensure that the rural poor have access to appropriate 
technologies to diversify their income from their on-farm and off-farm activities; c) an 
institutional component to enhance the institutional capacity of the private sector, 
state government, local administrations, communities and organized private economic 
interest groups to deliver key social and physical infrastructure and environmental 
services efficiently and cost-effectively, and to make participating government 
agencies more responsive to local demands; d) a financial services component to 
support increased access to financial services from the private sector; and e) an 
environmental and social safeguards and conservation component to support the 
monitoring and mitigation of the negative environmental and social impacts of the 
project and to promote sound conservation and integrated ecosystem management.  
 
2.10.2 THE PRESIDENTIAL COMMITTEE INITIATIVES 
 
The Nigerian Federal Government has established several special Presidential 
Committees for the promotion and development of strategic agricultural commodities. 
The committees are charged with producing blueprints for the promotion of respective 
commodities for export, employment creation and agro-processing investments. The 
commodities include rice, vegetable oil, sugar, cassava, livestock, tree crops and 
fisheries.  These committees are developing measures in the areas of productivity-
enhancement, identification and development of domestic and export markets, 
development of agricultural processing and value adding technologies and enterprises 
and the promotion of linkages between commodities and other sectors.  
 
2.10.3 THE MULTI-COMMODITY DEVELOPMENT AND MARKETING 

COMPANIES 
 
Currently, three multi-commodity development and marketing companies with joint 
participation of the government and private sector are being established to address 
agricultural marketing and price stabilization needs and act as buyer of last resort. The 
companies and their mandate crops are given as follows: 
 
Table 9: Types and Functions of the Proposed Multi-Commodity Development and Marketing Companies 

 
No. Name and type of company Mandate crops 
1. Arable crops development and 

marketing company 
Maize, rice, sorghum, kernef, groundnut, cotton, sesame seed, 
roots and tubers 

2. Tree crops development and marketing 
company 

Cocoa, oil palm, rubber, cashew, coffee, mangoes, dates, 
timber, gum Arabic 

3. Livestock and fishery development and 
marketing company 

Cattle, sheep, poultry, piggery, fish and fishery, acquatic and 
marine products 

 
 
2.10.4 NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT FUND (NADF) 
 
NADF addresses the problem of inadequate funding of agriculture on a sustainable 
basis. Agricultural Development Fund (ADF) and additional sources of funding as 
follows: 25% appropriation from the sugar development levy; and 1% appropriation 
tax accruing to the federal government from petroleum products pump price. 
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2.10.5 THE SPECIAL PROGRAMME ON FOOD SECURITY (SPFS) 
 
The National Special Programme for Food Security aims to achieve sustainable food 
security and alleviate rural poverty. It is based on participatory, simple and innovative 
low-cost approaches (technical and institutional) to improve the productivity and 
sustainability of agricultural systems in order to guarantee better livelihoods for poor 
farmers and rural populations. The objectives include among others: assisting farmers 
to achieve their production and income-earning potentials on a sustainable basis and 
strengthen the relevance and effectiveness of research and extension. Its components 
include food security project, aquaculture and inland fisheries project, animal diseases 
and transboundary pest control project, marketing of agricultural commodities and 
food stock management project and soil fertility initiative. It is being implemented in 
109 project sites on the whole. In each of the 36 states, there are 3 sites and one site is 
located in the Abuja Federal Capital Territory. One of the 3 sites in each state is 
devoted to the development of urban/peri-urban agriculture). Each site targets 250-
300 farm families and 500-600 ha (FMARD, 2001).  

2.10.6 THE NUCLEUS ESTATE INITIATIVE 
This is a private sector-driven agricultural scheme, which demonstrates potentials for 
private sector contributions to linking production with markets. It is designed to 
increase agricultural production, increase farmers’ productivity, guarantee timely 
provision of necessary inputs to farmers, ensure ready market for farmers produce, 
guarantee free flow of raw materials to end users firm and address to a great extent the 
poverty. The strategy is to link the network of rural-based low-income farmers and 
farming groups to major producers/processors. 
 
2.10.7 THE STRATEGIC GRAIN RESERVE SCHEME 
 
Systems for assuring food security and responding to famine conditions include a 
Strategic Grain Reserve (SGR) Scheme implemented since 1976, current afforestation 
programmes in Sokoto, Kebbi, Katsina, Kano, Jigawa, Borno and Yobe states and 
erosion control-and-prevention projects such as those in Enugu, Anambra, Imo and 
Ondo states. The SGR aims at maintaining the national food security stock required in 
terms of emergency, stabilizing prices, safeguarding agricultural incomes and 
continuity of farm production. The scheme operates through purchase and release of 
commodities and acts as the buyer of last resort. It is reported that only 8 out of 33 
silo complexes have been completed and are operational with capacity of 186,000 
tonnes (Idachaba, 2003); only 3% of installed silo capacity was utilized pre-1999. The 
National SGR scheme has recently been expanded to cover additional food crops such 
as gari, yams, etc. In 2002, the surge of agricultural produce in the wake of the 
agricultural sector growth rate of 5.1% led the Federal Government to provide a 
special grant of N 1.8 billion to mop up the excess grains and gari and stabilize prices 
(Bello, 2003). Also, the Federal Government allocated additional N 1.0 billion to mop 
up more excess grains. Also, N 100m has also been approved to mop up surplus yams.  
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2.11 AGRICULTURAL INPUT POLICY 
 
Nigerian agricultural input policy has over the years centred on government subsidy 
as a strategy to ease farmers’ access to inputs, particularly fertiliser and improved 
seeds/seedlings.  According to Olayemi (1995), since the early 1970s government 
policy on input supply and distribution focused on instruments for ensuring adequate 
and orderly supply of modern inputs. The generic agricultural inputs on which 
attention is usually focused include fertilizers, crop protection chemicals (CPPs, 
including pesticides, herbicides, nematicides), seed and seedlings, land and water 
resources, and mechanization services. However, chemical fertilizer remains the most 
strategic of all the inputs. There is marked disparity in the extent of use of agricultural 
inputs between Northern and Southern states. The 19 Northern states and Abuja 
account for about 70% of total annual consumption of subsidized fertilizer allocated 
by the federal government. 

2.11.1 Fertiliser: Fertilizer procurement and distribution over the years has reflected 
inconsistencies and instabilities associated with government policy in Nigeria. Before 
1976, when the centralized Fertilizer Procurement and Distribution Unit was 
established in the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources, fertilizer 
matters were highly decentralized and loosely coordinated. Individual state 
governments placed orders for fertilizer in bulk and this was distributed through the 
extension services and approved sales agents working for the state ministries of 
agriculture. The Fertilizer Procurement and Distribution Department (FPDD) was 
envisaged to solve the problems of untimely delivery, inaccessibility of fertilizer to 
farmers, poor economies of scale, non-synchronization of import arrival schedules at 
the ports, which had characterized fertilizer supply, and which earlier experience 
indicated but failed to do so.  

Today, there is considerable decentralization in the system. Many state governments 
and private sector operators now have their own fertilizer plants and have assumed 
greater responsibilities for fertilizer production, procurement and distribution. They 
also procure product from the main private sector importers and producers and 
distribute at subsidized prices to farmers (FGN/SG2000/USAID, 2000). Key aspects 
of the current policy on fertilizer that are now being implemented by the Federal 
Fertilizer Department (FFD) of the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 
Development (FMARD) include: fertilizer quality control and monitoring by the 
National Fertilizer Technical Committee (NFTC) of the FMARD; promotion and 
development of organic fertilizer technologies and systems that will be attractive to 
the private sector for investment; commissioning studies on fertilizer usage and 
impact assessment particularly on the environment; implementation of the Fertilizer 
Market Stabilization Programme (FMSP), funded from a revolving account, and 
involving the procurement and equitable distribution of fertilizer to all states in 
Nigeria in order to stabilize the fertilizer market; and testing of new fertilizer 
formulations and samples from fertilizer companies and importers  by the National 
Fertilizer Development Centre (NFDC) with the collaboration of the Institute of 
Agricultural Research (IAR), Zaria, and the institute of Agricultural Research and 
Training (IART), Ibadan to ensure quality and genuineness of claims. Factors that 
have constrained the development of the Nigerian fertilizer market include: weak 
legal and regulatory framework that have supported liberalization, resulting in the 
flooding of the market with dubious quality products, instability of macroeconomic 
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variables (interest rates, foreign exchange, tariffs, subsidy and farmer protection 
regimes, etc), inadequate financial services and high cost of credit, lack of market 
information (on prices, availability, supply sources, etc), poorly developed rural 
infrastructure leading to high transportation costs, inadequate and obsolete port 
facilities, inefficiencies in the custom clearing bureaucracy, low demand arising from 
weak purchasing power of farmers, and poor technical knowledge of inputs, 
particularly fertilizers and CPPs. 

2.11.2 Seed: The National Seed Policy of Nigeria was formulated in 1992 and was 
backed by the National Agricultural Seed Decree (NASD) No. 72 of 1992. It provided 
guidelines for regulating the various aspects of seed production, marketing and quality 
control activities (FG/SG2000/USAID, 2000). The decree established the National 
Seed service (NSS), Crop Variety Registration and Release Committee, the Seed 
Standards Committee, and the Department of Training, Information and Seed 
Extension. The decree is in line with regional and international standards, and makes 
provision for the withdrawal of public sector agencies in favour of the private sector 
in key areas of the seed industry.  The FMARD regulates the seed sector. The 
production of breeder seeds is contracted to the National Agricultural Research 
Institutes (NARIs) working on specific crops. The production of foundation seeds is 
handled by both the NSS and the private sector, while the private sector produces 
certified seeds with the aid of contract farmers. The International Agricultural 
Research Centres (IARCs, mainly IITA, WARDA, and ICRISAT) complement the 
production, in cooperation with NARIs, and supply of breeder seeds to the NSS and 
the private sector for foundation seed production. Certified seeds are sold to farmers 
through the farm service centres (of the FMARD), various state agricultural marketing 
companies, the Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs) and cooperative societies. 
The reach of the NSS-controlled formal seed sector is limited. In the informal seed 
sector seed multiplication and distribution happens at the community level where 
farmer-to-farmer seed diffusion of both certified and uncertified seeds also prevails.  

 But, the NSS is hampered by the high cost of production and distribution of seeds, 
low levels of effective demand for seeds, the relatively narrow range of 
crops/varieties that do not meet small farmers needs, inconsistencies and delays in the 
release of budgeted funds to compensate the NSS for subsidies. Other problems that 
have been noted in the seed sector (and the NSS in particular) include conflicting 
goals of agricultural development policy, poor and delayed funding of public 
institutions to perform their functions (producing and distributing quality seeds by the 
ADPs, quality control and research support activities), conflicting roles for public and 
private sector participants, lack of clarity on intellectual property rights for developing 
breeder seeds in the private sector, insufficient resources for training and technical 
assistance to contract growers, and slow release of new varieties due to irregular 
meetings of the variety release committee and the seed council, lack of credit to 
farmers and dealers to develop outlets in rural areas, inadequate extension services, 
and poor rural infrastructures, among others (FGN/SG2000/USAID, 2000).  

2.11.3 Crop Protection Chemicals (CPPs): The CPPs component of Nigerian 
agricultural input sub-sector includes herbicides (30%), insecticides (40%), fungicides 
(15%), growth regulators and seed treatment chemicals (8%), rodenticides, 
nematicides and others (7%). There are no public sector agencies involved in the 
manufacture or importation of CPPs in Nigeria but government will support the 
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establishment of such factories. It encourages the timely supply of adequate quantities 
of CPPs through speedy formalities in foreign exchange procurement, port clearing 
etc. The Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs) are the only public agencies that 
are directly involved in the pricing and marketing of CPPs.  

The key operators in the CPP market include the ADPs, private companies and the 
Japanese Aid-in-Kind, KR2. The unorganized nature of the CPP market makes it 
difficult to determine market shares and sizes (FGN/SG2000/USAID, 2000). Private 
sector companies some of which have formulation and packaging plants (mainly 
multinationals) supply 70% of the estimated total CPP demand of approximately 
N500 million per annum. These include Chemical and Allied Products, Swiss Nigeria 
Chemical Company – Ciba Geigy, National Oil and Chemical marketing Company –
Shell, BASF, Unichem – Bayer, Ibachem  - Dow Elanco, Nigeria Hoechst and Rhone 
Total. The CPP companies supply the Federal government, which in turn supplies the 
small scale farmers through its field offices and the farm service centres. State 
governments buy from the CPP companies and channel it through their ministries of 
agriculture, the ADPs and established CPP distributors.  

Since the deregulation of the agricultural sector in 1986, the marketing of CPPs have 
become unorganized, without proper legislative control thereby allowing 
unprofessional and unscrupulous dealers whose activities promote fakery and poor 
quality products to operate in the market. The relative fewness of the number of 
suppliers of CPPs limits the variety of available CPPs in the market and constrains 
product choice among farmers. There is inadequate information on the CPP needs of 
farmers, which makes it difficult for dealers to forecast demand and plan supplies. 
The level of demand remains low as a result of the weak purchasing power of farmers. 
Recent evidence on use of herbicides in Kebbi, Sokoto, Cross River, Kwara, and 
Adamawa states indicate that it is restricted because of non-availability, high cost and 
lack of skill of application (Jibrin, 2003). 

2.11.4 The Subsidy Component of National Agricultural Input Policies 
 
Subsidy policies aim to reduce the costs of an activity relative to what they would 
have been in the absence of the policies. Subsidies can be direct or indirect, explicit or 
implicit. Analysis reflecting explicit subsidies only underestimates subsidy regimes 
and their potential incentive effects. In Nigeria, indirect subsidies also reach the 
agricultural input sub-sector through government spending on agricultural 
research/extension, land use, mechanization, irrigation, agricultural credit and fiscal 
measures. Structurally, these subsidies are found in three key activities, namely, the 
importation processes, the distribution processes, and the production processes. Input 
subsidies date as far back as 1950s when the regional (colonial) governments in 
Nigeria subsidized the prices of key agro-inputs, especially agrochemicals used in the 
production of export crops. In the early 1970s, the Federal government centralized the 
application of subsidies and extended it to food crops (Olayemi, 1995), in addition to 
policy instruments given as follows: fertilizer subsidy was wholly borne by the FGN 
and hovered around 75%; shared between the states and the FG at 25% and 50% 
respectively in 1980; rose rapidly after 1986 as a result of currency devaluation under 
SAP; subsidy on seed was 50% or more; agro-chemicals were subsidized up to 50%; 
and tractor hire services were rendered at between 25% and 50% subsidy (Okoye, 
2003).  
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Nigeria’s agricultural subsidy policies have evolved over the years, in response to 
changing political and economic climate as well as responses to the dominant global 
trends in economic restructuring, trade liberalization. In the early 1980s the receipt of 
a World Bank loan of $250 million had a precondition for the Nigerian government to 
reduce subsidy to no more than 50% by 1985 and 25% by 1988. Such conditionalities, 
which are encountered from time to time, are automatically built into the nation’s 
input subsidy policy regime at the material time they are imposed. In a general sense, 
the history of agricultural input subsidy policies in Nigeria seems to fall broadly into 
seven periods (see table 10 below), ranging from the pre-1970, marked by minimal 
government intervention in agriculture through the present regime of 25% subsidy by 
the federal government. The National Agricultural Policy in 1988 provided for 
selective application of subsidies on farm inputs, farm equipment and facilities, and 
farm services to reduce cost of agricultural production. Such subsidies were to be 
granted on a declining scale with eventual phasing out. But experience over the years, 
shows that the federal government have not complied with this principle for perhaps 
political reasons, except when compelled by several forces including budgetary 
pressures, misadministration of subsidies, private sector lobby or pressures from 
multilateral institutions.  

Table 10: Past and Present Input (Fertilizer) Subsidy Regimes in Nigeria  

Policy 
Period    

Key Policy Provisions    Level of Subsidy Remarks 

Before 
1976 

1976-1979 

 

1980-1983 

1984-1985      

 

 

1986-1998 

 

1999-2000 

 

2000-2003 

Procurement, distribution. Subsidy levels left 
to states. 

Centralized procurement and distribution, 
subsidy determination by FGN. 

 

Decentralized arrangement. 

Centralized Procurement Again. FGN took a 
World Bank loan of $250 million with a 
precondition to reduce subsidy to more than 
50% by 1985 and 25% by 1988. 

Decentralized Procurement. Deregulated and 
privatized marketing by 1997.       

                                                                                                                             

25% subsidy abolished in 2000 

 

Reduction of tariff on fertilizer imports (5%); 
implementation of the fertilizer Market 
stabilization Programme (FMSP) under 
FMARD 

 25- 50% of landed cost of 
fertilizer. 

Nominal level in state capitals: 
75%; Real level, about 85%. 

Federal and State Govts took 
equal share of the 75% subsidy at 
37.5% each. Actual subsidy close 
to 85%. 

 

1985: 38%; 1986: 28% 

 

Between 70% and 80% and 
complete withdrawal of FGN 
from subsidy scheme. 

1999, 25% subsidy ; 2000, zero 
subsidy                                          

25% subsidy under the FMSP: 
50% subsidy planned? 

State 
government
s could not 
recover 
much of the 
transportati
on costs. 

Same 
problem of 
transport 
cost 
recovery as 
above. 

 

 

 

SAP and 
Post-SAP 
periods. 
Devaluatio
n of Naira 
results in 
up to 6-fold 
increase in 
landed cost 
of fertilizer. 

Source: Okoye, 2003. 
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Agricultural input subsidy administration particularly concerning fertilizer is amply 
discussed in the literature. Highlights of the discussion include the movement of the 
subsidy experience from state administered subsidy to FG administered subsidy, and 
then to sharing of subsidy between the FGN and the states. Also notable is the 
problem of non-recovery of intra-state transportation costs from farmers, which points 
to poor administration, leading to avoidable leakages. As a result of this, actual 
subsidy was always much higher than officially stated. Another important point is that 
between 1986 and 1997, the local currency suffered rapid devaluation against the 
major international currencies as a result of the economic liberalization of the time. 
The FGN used this as a reason to provide fertilizer subsidies of between 70% and 
80% on agricultural inputs. According to Falusi (2001), limited effectiveness of the 
scheme and the need to encourage private sector participation forced the FGN to 
deregulate and privatize the fertilizer market in 1997. 

At present, government subsidy covers only a third of the available fertilizer. Current 
fertilizer availability is only 4% of estimated optimal fertilizer use of 7million tones; 
fertilizer use has declined from over 1.5million tones in the early 90s to about 330,000 
tonnes today (DFID, 2003).  
 
Availability of agrochemicals is about 40% of its requirements, much better than 
those of seeds and fertilizer. But the quality of available agrochemicals is low, with 
instances of banned products sold in the market. Fertilizer subsidy ought to benefit 
poor farmers, but the elites and large commercial farmers largely control it. Much of 
the fertilizer is diverted away from state supply channels and sold at considerable 
profits at the government’s expense. At present, government subsidy covers only a 
third of the available fertilizer. Current fertilizer availability is only 4% of estimated 
optimal fertilizer use of 7million tones; fertilizer use has declined from over 
1.5million tones in the early 90s to about 330,000 tonnes today (DFID, 2003).  
 
In comparison with fertilizer, the market for seeds is quite liberalized, but only 12% 
of total requirement is currently met. The number of seed companies has fallen from 5 
to 2 reducing competition in the market. This is due to inconsistent agricultural input 
policies and the fact that government’s direct intervention implicitly undermines 
private sector participation in the seed production and markets. The National Seed 
Service (NSS) is the main channel through which subsidy on seed is provided in 
Nigeria. Its services are government-subsidized and the subsidy element on improved 
seed was estimated to be 50% by 1995 (Olayemi, 1995). There exists a large subsidy 
component in the operations of the IARs and the NARIs in Nigeria, which deal with 
the production of breeder seeds, but it has not been estimated. At state levels, the 
ministries of agriculture make bulk purchases of seeds from the NSS and private seed 
companies and sell at subsidized prices to their farmers through the farmer service 
centres. Again no statistics have been located concerning the levels of this subsidy. In 
the 1980s the FG subsidized agricultural machinery/equipment by 50% through the 
machinery ownership scheme and tractors hire services, which continue till date. 
Since the 1970s, machinery/equipment for agricultural production has been exempted 
from import duty. 
 
A study on input subsidy policies in Nigeria (Okoye, 2003) concluded that: the 
granting of direct agricultural input subsidy has been an important element of 
government agricultural incentive structure since the 1950’s; unknown levels of 
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indirect subsidies exist in all sectors of agricultural production in Nigeria as empirical 
studies to analyze them is lacking; the annual fertilizer subsidy costs in Nigeria are on 
the average very high and have sometimes been higher than the entire capital 
expenditure on agriculture itself; despite the huge amounts of money being spent to 
improve access of farmers to agro-inputs, they are reportedly still not only having 
difficulty obtaining the necessary inputs on time and of good quality, but are also 
paying very high prices; regulatory mechanisms, monitoring and enforcement by the 
government has not been able to adequately address the key problems of poor quality 
inputs in the market and cross-border leakages of subsidized inputs. It was also 
observed that the private sector, although most often left disorganized and 
discouraged by lack of clarity about government intensions in input policy has 
considerably expanded its involvement in the supply, particularly of fertilizer under 
the control and management of the local governments.  
 
2.12 ORGANISATION, MANAGEMENT AND FUNDING OF 

AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION 

 
Agricultural extension in Nigeria is the primary function of Agricultural Development 
Programmes in the 36 states of the country, plus the Federal Capital Territory, Abuja. 
The ADP system in Nigeria is complemented by a number of supporting institutions, 
most of which are Federal. These agencies and institutions comprise the Agriculture 
and Rural Management Training Institute (ARMTI) and the Project Coordinating Unit 
(PCU), which resulted from a recent merger of Agricultural Project Monitoring and 
Evaluation Unit (APMEU) and Federal Agricultural Coordinating Unit (FACU) 
(FMARD, 2001). Others are the Federal Department of Agriculture (FDA) and State 
Ministries of Agriculture and Natural Resources. 
 
Since the initiation of ADPs in the 1970s (FMARD, 2001), ADPs have been the 
primary focus of public extension efforts in Nigeria. These were created out of 
enclave production projects with support from the World Bank and rapidly scaled up 
to cover all states. In all, 37 ADPs exist to coordinate the delivery of technology, 
inputs and infrastructure.  
 
Although many ADPs have been able to assure a minimum of extension services to 
farmers, unstable funding has been a major constraint. Low level of use of new 
information technologies, poor communication and low staff morale are major 
problems. Staff skills are not dynamic to respond adequately to new challenges in the 
areas of social organization, post-harvest, natural resources management, and 
marketing. Although the T&V system employed by the ADPs has successfully 
addressed many of the weaknesses of the national extension system, it was costly to 
operate and unsustainable in the face of continuing budget constraints. The 
Government’s current strategy (articulated in the Rural Development Strategy Paper, 
which was adopted as official policy in October 2001) is to give a new orientation to 
the process of technology generation and transfer, whereby the institutional 
framework would be transformed in order to make agricultural research and extension 
agenda and activities more demand-driven and client-responsive. The proposed 
project would support this shift in paradigm by adopting an innovative approach to 
research/extension advisory services which would be based on three core principles: 
a) decentralization – to achieve responsiveness of farmers; b) contracting out – to 
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achieve efficiency and flexibility; and c) cost-sharing – to achieve sustainability and 
“buy-in” by beneficiaries. 
 
The reality is that the old system is gradually changing. The environment for rural 
advisory services, in general, is increasingly being shaped by policies and influences. 
The ADPs are expected to evolve from front line extension to a role of facilitator, 
catalyst, and coordinator. Adapting public extension services to the changing needs 
and opportunities for the kind of innovation and agricultural diversification activities 
being promoted under the proposed project will represent a significant change in 
Nigeria’s rural advisory system. Under this scenario, the main activities of the ADPs 
would be to: help farmers organize, facilitating their access to other governmental, 
NGO and private programs and generally assisting them in properly formulating their 
demands for services and innovations/technical assistance; coordinate extension 
activities at the state level to maximize complementarity among providers, and 
facilitate, where possible, partnerships; provide technical back-stopping to front line 
extension workers in LGAs, producer and community organizations and NGOs; 
monitor performance of extension providers, especially LGAs; and ensure proper 
coordination and monitoring of implementation of agriculture and rural sector 
projects, on behalf of FMARD. ADPs would be expected to realize substantial 
efficiency gains by streamlining management and size through: i) reviewing 
governance and autonomy to provide for greater representation of farmers and the 
private sector on governing boards, and flexible management systems; ii) downsizing 
of staff to the level needed for the above coordination and facilitation roles; and iii) 
up-grading staff education levels, and technical training in non-crop areas for ADP 
staff, including HIV/AIDS prevention and awareness. 
 
Under the New Policy Thrust on Agriculture (NPTA), extension service delivery will 
be streamlined through the integration of the ADP and state extension services for 
greater services, in view of the observed dichotomy in extension services in some 
states between the ADP and the States’ Ministries of Agriculture. Consequently, 
agricultural extension service is being strengthened including the use of 
demonstration or model farms and adoption of integrated production and pest 
management system. 
 
2.12.1 Funding of Agricultural Extension: The sources and magnitude of funds for 
the ADPs are given in the Table 11 below. The sources of funds have been the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD)/International Fund 
for Agricultural Development (IFAD), the federal government and the state 
governments. Funds for ADPs were substantial in the early 1980s. Except for some 
recovery in 1990, 1993 and 1994, there was a systematic decline in funds for the 
ADPs between 1987 and 1998. At the same time most of the activities of the ADPs 
expanded beyond the initial areas to cover the entire state. The need to match area of 
coverage with the level of funding was not adequately addressed in recent years, 
given the fluctuations and generally declining trends in the quantum of funds made 
available to the ADPs for most parts of the 1990s. 
 
From 1981 to 1998, the World Bank accounted for 48.6 percent of ADP funds, while 
the state governments accounted for 28.9 percent. Except for 1991 and 1997, Federal 
Government contributions were less than 10 percent in the last one decade (FMARD, 
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2001). State Government contributions have progressively increased and constituted 
the largest proportion of ADP funds since 1997.  
 
Table 11: Source of funds for Agricultural Development Programmes (Million Naira) 
 
Year IBRD/IFAD Federal State  Other  Total 
1981 8.5 8.2 7.6 - 32.7 
1982 54.1 50.2 61.1 - 165.5 
1983 4 8.7 4.4 - 17.1 
1984 13.3 5.4 7.3 - 26 
1985 9.2 6.5 8.2 4.2 28.1 
1986 9.4 4.8 7.9 3.2 25.3 
1987 35 6.3 11.5 3.3 56.1 
1988 19.9 4.5 8.6 7.9 41 
1989 11.2 4.3 9.8 4.3 29.5 
1990 16.6 2.3 7 2.28 26.2 
1991 13.5 3.8 7.3 0.5 25 
1992 24.5 2.4 9 1.1 37 
1993 18.7 2.7 7.2 0.8 29.3 
1994 21.5 2.1 8.8 0.8 33.1 
1995 9.4 1.2 2.07 0.1 12.8 
1996 4.6 0.4 2.7 - 7.7 
1997 1.6 0.7 1.8 0.3 4.4 
1998 2.7 0.5 3.2 0.2 6.6 
1999 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
2000 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
2001 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
2002 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
2003 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Source: CBN Annual Report (various issues) 

 
2.13 ORGANISATION, MANAGEMENT AND FUNDING OF 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 

 
Agricultural research in Nigeria started more than a century ago when the British 
colonial government established the botanical garden in the Colony of Lagos, 
followed by a full-fledged crop research station at Moor plantation in Ibadan, crop 
research station in Samaru, a veterinary research station at Vom and a forestry 
research station at Ibadan, commodity research station for cocoa at Ibadan and an oil 
palm station at Benin city. Since then, the country witnessed significant expansion in 
the national agricultural research system. Currently, agricultural research is done by 
18 national agricultural research institutes (NARIs), 6 of which deal on arable crops 
and 4 on forestry and tree crops, 3 on livestock and 2 on fisheries and 1 each on 
extension, processing and storage. Faculties of agriculture in more than 35 Nigerian 
universities and three specialised universities of agriculture also undertake 
agricultural research. Five international agricultural research centres (IARCs) 
supported by Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) 
operate in the country. These include the International Institute of Tropical 
Agriculture (IITA), Ibadan and the International Crops Research Institute for the 
Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT), the International Livestock Research Centre (ILRC), 
the International Rice Research Institute (IRRI), and the West African Rice 
Development Association (WARDA), which have research stations located in 
different parts of Nigeria. 
 
In order to revamp and strengthen the national agricultural research system, the 
National Agricultural Research Project was launched in 1992 for a 7-year period 
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whereby the National Agricultural Research Strategy Plan (NARSP) for the 15-year 
period (1996-2010) was formulated. The NARSP aimed at improving the 
organisation, coordination and management of national agricultural research and 
strengthening NARIs by enhancing their operational capacity through rehabilitation of 
infrastructure and strengthening collaboration with international organisations and 
institutions. The Strategy provides for Medium-Term Research Plans (MTRPs) for the 
periods 1996-2000, 2001-2005, 2006-2010 and covering socio-economics and policy, 
soils, arable crops, forestry, tree crops, resource conservation, livestock, fisheries, and 
research/extension linkage. The 1996-2000 MTRP was then developed, but since then 
the MTRPs approach has received marginal attention.  Agricultural research in 
Nigeria is beset with several constraints and weaknesses. They include political 
instability leading to high institutional instability in the management and operations of 
Nigeria’s agricultural research institutions (Idachaba, 2000); poor levels and high 
instability of funding due mainly to the fact that over 80% of actual agricultural 
research funds is provided by the federal government (Ikpi, 1994; Idachaba, 2000). 
Others are: poor and often non-existent communication in agricultural research; and 
inadequate infrastructure and technology available for conducting necessary 
agronomic and physical science research related to agriculture; poor and inefficient 
management of individual research institutes and the Nigerian research system; 
inadequacy of existing agricultural research institutes to meet the dynamic needs of 
our agriculture; and poor agricultural extension liaison service to transmit research 
findings to farmers and poor coordination among research institutions in the country 
(Shaib et al, 1997). The NARIs and their mandate crops and areas are presented in 
Table 12. 

Table 12. National Agricultural Research Institutes and their mandates 

 
National Agricultural 
Research Institute 

Year 
Established 

Mandate 

National Cereals 
Research Institute 
(NCRI), Badeggi 

1975 Genetic and agronomic improvement of rice, soybean, benniseed and 
sugarcane 

Institute of Agricultural 
Research (IAR), Zaria 

1924 Genetic improvement of sorghum, groundnut, cotton, cowpea and 
sunflower; research into farming systems of Northwest zone; etc. 

Institute of Agricultural 
Research and Training 
(IAR$T), Ibadan 

1969 Genetic improvement of maize, kenaf, jute and sisal hemp; develop 
suitable farming systems for crops and livestock; backup for ADPs 
in the Southwest zone; research on soils and fertilizer use. 

National Root Crops 
Research Institute 
(NRCRI), Umudike 

1975 Maximizing the quantity and quality of root and tuber crops grown in 
Nigeria; conduct research on the genetic and agronomic 
improvement or yam, cassava, sweet potato, cocoyam, and ginger for 
the subhumid regions, and Irish potato grown on the Jos Plateau; 
produces planting materials for farmers and national programmes in 
collaboration with the National Seed service. 

National Institute for 
Horticultural Research 
(NIHORT), Ibadan 

1974 Research in breeding, agronomy and the processing of local and 
exotic fruits and vegetables; development of ornamental plants of 
economic importance; provision of support services for the transfer 
of technology. 

Lake Chad Research 
Institute (LCRI), 
Maiduguri 

1975 Genetic improvement of wheat, millet and barley; farming systems 
research in Borno, Yobe, Adamawa, Bauchi and Jigawa States; 
conducting agricultural extension research and liaison services 
(AERLS) with relevant bodies and National Agricultural Extension 
Research and Liaison Services (NAERLS); rendering laboratory and 
other technical services to farmers and agro-based industries. 

 Forestry Research 
Institute of Nigeria 
(FRIN), Ibadan 

1954 Research into all aspects of forestry and forest products utilization; 
agroforestry and wildlife management; technical and sub-technical 
education in forestry and wildlife management. 

Cocoa Research Institute 
of Nigeria (CRIN), 

1964 Improvement of the genetic potential, to determine optimum 
agronomic and husbandry practices, and develop improved methods 
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National Agricultural 
Research Institute 

Year 
Established 

Mandate 

Ibadan for processing and storing cocoa, kola, cashew, coffee and tea. 
Nigerian Institute for Oil 
Palm Research (NIFOR), 
Benin 

1964 Research on the production and utilization of products of palms (oil, 
coconut, date and raffia) of economic importance and the publication 
of research findings. 

Rubber Research Institute 
of Nigeria (RRIN), Benin 

1961 Development of rubber, rubber products; research into other latex 
producing plants of economic importance including Gum Arabic. 

National Animal 
Production Research 
Institute (NAPRI), Zaria 

1976 Research into the genetic and reproductive improvement of cattle, 
sheep, goats, poultry and other livestock of economic importance; 
develop pastures and other plants for use as animal feed; improve 
livestock production and management practices and integrate 
livestock into farming systems. 

National Veterinary 
Research Institute 
(NVRI), Jos 

1976 Study all aspects of animal diseases in the country, their treatment 
and control and the production of vaccines and sera. 

National Institute for 
Trypanosomiasis 
Research (NITR), 
Kaduna 

1964 Study trypanosomiasis and onchocerciasis; methods of treatment and 
control of these diseases in livestock and human beings and socio-
economic effects on rural populations.  

Nigerian Institute for 
Oceanography and 
Marine Research 
(NIOMR), Lagos 

1975 Ensure sustainable fisheries production from the marine and brackish 
water environments through appropriate research. 

National Institute for 
Freshwater Fisheries 
Research (NIFFR), New 
Bussa, Niger State 

1975 Development and coordination of freshwater fisheries research in 
Nigeria. 

National Agricultural 
Extension and Research 
Liaison Services 
(NAERLS), Zaria 

1963 Development, collation and dissemination of appropriate agricultural 
technologies; monitoring and evaluation of agricultural information; 
work closely with other institutions within NARIs and ADPs to 
promote appropriate technology development and dissemination. 

Nigerian Stored Products 
Research Institute 
(NSPRI), Lagos 

1964 Research into post-harvest technology of agricultural crops with 
particular reference to handling and storage of food crops (grains, 
roots and tubers, fruits and vegetables, and oil seeds); research into 
biotic and abiotic factors which cause or promote deterioration 
harvested crops and how to control them; crop storage technology, 
pest control and preserving crop quality during storage are also 
important areas of research. 

Federal Institute of 
Industrial Research 
(FIRRO), Lagos 

1956 Assist in accelerating the industrialisation through mechanisation and 
upgrading indigenous production technologies; research and 
development in local foodstuff and vegetable oils 

 

In 1987, the federal government designated agricultural research institutes to 
coordinate research and extension linkages in the five respective agricultural zones of 
the country. The delineation of coverage was given as follows (table 13). 
Table 13:  Research Institutes and zones of research coordination. 
 
Agricultural zone  Research Institute 
North west Institute of Agricultural Research (IAR), Zaria 
North east  Lake Chad Research Institute (LCRI), Maiduguri 
Central  National Cereals Research Institute (NCRI), Badeggi 
South west Institute of Agricultural Research and Training (IAR$T), Ibadan 
South east  National Root Crops Research Institute (NRCRI), Umudike 
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2.14 ORGANISATION, MANAGEMENT AND FUNDING OF 

WATER RESOURCES 

 
Nigeria is blessed with both surface-water and groundwater. The average annual 
surface water flow from catchments within Nigeria is estimated at about 253 billion 
cubic meters, with 80-90% of flow capacity recorded during the period of July to 
September. As a riparian state (both down and upstream) of the international Niger-
Benue, Lake Chad and Saharan basins, and a recipient of inflows from the Benue and 
Cross Rivers, water resources depend significantly on inflows from neighbouring 
countries. The country’s irrigation potential is put at between 2.0 and 2.5 million ha 
(FMARD, 2001). The table 14 below shows the irrigation potential of different zones 
in the country. 
 
Table 14 Regional distribution of irrigation potentials in Nigeria 
 
Zone Uplands River Valleys Inland 

Swamps 
Delta Swamps Total  % of total 

North 343.0 578.0 154.1 - 1,075.6 68 
Middle Belt 82.0 28.0 28.0 - 138.0 9 
South 180.0 11.0 93.4 78.0 362.4 23 
Total 605 617.5 275.5 78.0 1,576.0 100 
Source: FDRD, 2001. 

 
Environmental concerns, related to the development of wetlands and the need to 
maintain minimum river flows could reduce these estimates. For immediate purposes, 
the estimated potential is largely immaterial, because of the large gap between what is 
now irrigated and what could be developed. Despite the existence of two major rivers 
(Niger and Benue), agriculture is predominantly rain fed.  
 
Organs involved in water management in Nigeria include: the National Council of 
Water Resources (NCWR) – the highest water policy body; chaired by the Federal 
Minister of Water Resources and meets annually; the National Technical Committee 
on Water Resources (NTCWR) – a sub-committee of NCWR chaired by the Director 
General for Water Resources, FMWR (Federal Ministry of Water Resources; 
Department of Irrigation and Drainage (DID); and River Basin Development 
Authorities (RBDAs) – main channels for administering and developing Nigeria’s 
water resources. Besides the existing large-scale irrigation schemes under the RBDAs, 
and medium-scale state schemes – referred to as public sector irrigation – there are 
many fadama schemes and other small private arrangements. 
 
Table 15: Operations of the River Basin Development Authorities 
 
Year Actual 

disbursement 
(million naira) 

Land under 
irrigation 
(‘000 ha) 

Volume of 
irrigation 
water 
pumped 
(cm3) 

Dams (no.) Borehole 
(no.) 

Farm 
families 
catered 
for (no.) 

1981 522.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
1982 287.4 14.4 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
1983 317.6 7 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
1984 N/A 71.1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
1985 N/A 51.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
1986 79.3 29.5 N/A 10 420 N/A 
1987 87.7 35.8 N/A 16 349 N/A 
1988 123.0 51.2 N/A 28 480 N/A 
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Year Actual 
disbursement 
(million naira) 

Land under 
irrigation 
(‘000 ha) 

Volume of 
irrigation 
water 
pumped 
(cm3) 

Dams (no.) Borehole 
(no.) 

Farm 
families 
catered 
for (no.) 

1989 210.3 67.9 N/A 16 462 N/A 
1990 174.9 11.8 105.1 13 181 167.0 
1991 188.9 5.2 133.5 8 190 15,280 
1992 209.3 11.3 210.0 5 46 18,596 
1993 103.8 4.9 137.4 2 70 110,625 
1994 N/A 11.7 138.6 3 90 114,911 
1995 N/A 12.5 145.6 3 58 136,514 
1996 1,855.3 2.5 850.2 3 33 19,551 
1997 1,594.7 4.3 1,199.4 3 12 19,138 
1998 1,356.8 22.6 1,874.0 2 10 10,852 
1999 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
2000 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
2001 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
2002 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
2003 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Source: CBN Annual Report (various issues) 

 
2.14.1 Structure of irrigation in Nigeria: The share of public sector schemes 
(federal and state, and including the two state-owned sugar companies) in total area 
under irrigation is estimated at some 17%, while private irrigation exceeded 80%. The 
status of irrigation development in Nigeria is presented in Table 16 below. 
 
Table 16. Status of irrigation, 1990/91 and 1999/2000 
 
Sector Planned irrigable area 

in 1990/91 
Area equipped for 

irrigation in 1990/91 
Area irrigated 

 (‘000ha) (%) (‘000ha) (%) 1990/91 
(‘000ha) 

(%) 1999/2000 
(‘000ha) 

(%) 

Public sector         
RBDA schemes  

385.2 
 
63.6 

 
82.5 

 
28.4 

 
45.3 

 
21.7 

 
26.3 

 
11.9 

State irrigation 
schemes 

 
16.0 

 
2.6 

 
12.2 

 
4.2 

 
6.9 

 
3.3 

 
6.0 

 
2.7 

Subtotal  401.2 66.2 94.7 32.6 52.2 25.0 32.3 14.6 
Parastatals         
Bacita sugar 
company 

 
9.0 

 
1.5 

 
5.6 

 
1.9 

 
5.0 

 
2.4 

 
3.0 

 
1.4 

Savannah sugar 
company 

 
12.0 

 
2.0 

 
7.0 

 
2.4 

 
6.0 

 
2.9 

 
3.2 

 
1.4 

Subtotal 21.0 3.5 12.6 4.3 11.0 5.3 6.2 2.8 
Private sector         
Fadama 55.0 9.1 55.0 18.9 18.0 8.6 55.0 24.8 
Private small 
scale 

 
128.0 

 
21.2 

 
128.0 

 
44.1 

 
128.0 

 
61.1 

 
128.0 

 
57.8 

Subtotal  183.0 30.3 183.0 63.0 146.0 69.7 183.0 82.6 
Total  605.2 100 290.3 100 209.2 100 221.5 100 
Source: FDRD, 2001. 

 
Many farmers had traditionally cultivated small areas of fadama during the dry season 
using water drawn manually from shallow wells or streams. The advent of pumps and 
tube-wells allows the extraction of greatly increased amounts of water at modest cost. 
The ADPs introduced low-cost tube-well drilling and irrigation pump into the 
traditional fadama farming areas with very encouraging results. Promotion of such 
farmer owned and operated irrigation began on a large scale in the late 1980s (FDRD, 
2001). By 1992, at the start of Fadama I, more than 80,000 pump-sets, each irrigating 
between 0.5 ha to 1.0 ha from a shallow tube-well or wash-bore, had been distributed 
by the ADPs. Many other pump sets had been provided unrecorded to farmers through 
the private sector. Almost one-third of private sector irrigation, 55,000 ha in 
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1999/2000, is classified as fadama irrigation, which resulted from the National 
Fadama Development Project. There are small areas of commercial vegetable, 
horticulture and flower producing schemes around larger cities estimated to cover 
about 128,000 ha or about two-thirds of private sector irrigated area. 
 
The World Bank-funded National First Fadama Development Project (fadama I) was 
to build on the achievements of the ADPs in developing small-scale irrigation through 
the extraction of shallow groundwater with low cost petrol-engine pumps. The project 
became effective in February 1993. By the end of the extended project period (1999), 
over 55,000 pumps sets had been distributed, each irrigating about 1.0 ha. A key 
advantage of tube-well, pump and wash-bore technologies is that they are suitable for 
individual ownership. Data on regional distribution of irrigation water and the 
developed and irrigated areas by RBDAs and type of irrigation are summarized in 
Table 17. While close to 60% of the area originally developed for gravity is currently 
irrigated, this share drops to 6% for schemes using pumps and sprinklers. 
 
Table 17. Regional distribution of planned, developed and irrigated area by RBDAs, 1999/2000 
 
RBDA Schem-es Planned area 

Developed area Irrigated area 
 (No.) (‘000ha) Gravity Other 

(‘000ha) 
Total Gravity  Other 

(‘000ha) 
total 

North         
Chad Basin         
Hadejia-
Jama’are 

5 106.6 - 27.5 27.5 - 1.7 1.7 

Lower Niger 7 83.7 21.0 - 21.0 16.9 - 16.9 
Upper Niger 9 9.5 0.6 1.0 1.6 0.1 0.1 0.2 
Sokoto Rima 8 3.5 1.9 1.0 2.9 0.3 … 0.3 
Sub-total 
North 

6 52.8 15.2 0.2 15.4 6.0 0.2 6.2 

Middle Belt 35 256.1 38.7 29.7 68.4 23.3 2.0 25.3 
Lower 
Benue 

        

Upper Benue 8 10.7 - 0.9 0.9 - … … 
Sub-total M. 
Belt 

7 70.0 6.4 1.1 7.5 3.4 0.5 3.9 

South 15 80.7 6.4 2.0 8.4 3.4 0.5 3.9 
Anambra 
Imo 

        

Benin 
Owena 

4 11.3 - 3.9 3.9 - … … 

Cross River 9 7.5 - 0.8 0.8 - … … 
Niger Delta 7 0.7 0.2 0.5 0.7 … … … 
Ogun Oshun 8 7.3 - 0.7 0.7 - 0.1 0.1 
Sub-total 
South 

11 33.7 - 6.3 6.3 - 0.2 0.2 

Total  39 60.5 0.2 12.2 12.4 … 0.3 0.3 
Percent 89 397.3 45.3 43.9 89.2 26.7 2.8 29.5 
Source: FDRD, 2001; note … = below 50 ha and other refer to pumped and sprinkler. 
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2.15 SYSTEMS FOR LEGISLATING AND ENFORCING SANITARY  AND 
PHYTOSANITARY STANDARDS FOR AGRICULTURAL AND 
LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS  

 
2.15.1 Regulatory and Legislative Framework: Nigeria faces not only the 
challenge of providing adequate food supply for its teeming population, but also a 
more daunting challenge of food safety (Omotayo and Denloye, 2002). Like several 
other countries, Nigeria has to contend with the problem of food-borne diseases with 
their attendant social, economic and health costs. An effective national food safety 
policy aims at assuring that food supplied to the consumers is adequate, nutritious, of 
good quality and wholesome.  
 
2.15.2 Nigerian Policy on Food Hygiene and Safety: In recognition of the 
importance of food safety as an important factor for achieving high level of health for 
all Nigerians, the Government of Nigeria launched the National Policy on Food 
Hygiene and Safety in 2000 as an integral part of Nigerian National Health Policy. 
The overall goal of this policy is the attainment of high level of food hygiene and 
safety practices which will promote health, control food-borne diseases, minimize and 
finally eliminate the risk of diseases related to poor food hygiene and safety. The 
policy seeks to stimulate and promote legislations concerning food in areas of 
production, storage, handling, processing, preservation, trade, transportation and 
marketing. It also seeks to improve the quality of healthcare through ensuring that all 
food consumed in Nigeria, whether imported or exported are wholesome, nutritious, 
free from contaminants and accessible to the consumers at affordable price. 
Implementation of the policy is aimed at addressing the unsatisfactory level of food 
hygiene and safety practices, which to a large extent is responsible for the prevalence 
of food-borne diseases in Nigeria. 
 
2.15.3 National Legislations: The main national legislations relating to food safety 
include: the Public Health Laws (1917) now known as Public Health Ordinance Cap 
164 of 1958; The Food and Drugs Decree, No. 35 of 1974; the Standards 
Organization of Nigeria Decree, No. 56 of 1971; the Animal Disease Control Decree, 
No 10 of 1988; the Marketing of Breast Milk Substitute Decree, No. 41 of 1990; the 
National Agency for Food and Drugs Administration and Control (NAFDAC) Decree, 
No. 15 of 1993. The need to revise, update and harmonize existing legislation on food 
safety has been recognized, as some of them are outdated and do not accord with 
current trends and advances in food safety. 
 
2.15.4 Institutional Arrangements: Responsibilities for regulating and monitoring 
food safety standards and practices devolve on government organizations and 
agencies including (1) the federal Ministry of Health (formulating national policies, 
guidelines and regulations on food hygiene and safety as well as the monitoring of 
their implementation; also responsible for establishing guidelines for the requirements 
for the nutritive value of food, and monitoring of food environments and handlers, 
control of food borne diseases, the quality of public water supply as well as national 
and international matters relating to food). (2) National Agency for Food and Drug 
Administration and Control (NAFDAC) – for regulating and controlling imported and 
locally processed foods and bottled water, at the Federal and State levels of the 
government. (3) Standards Organization of Nigeria (SON) – for formulation of 
standards on the composition of imported and locally manufactured foods. Over 100 
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standards on food and food products as well as a good number of codes of hygienic 
practices for food and food products have been established. (4) Federal Ministry of 
Agriculture (responsible for promoting good agricultural practices and new 
agricultural technologies. 
 
2.15.5 Regulation and Registration: All existing food laws, standards and codes are 
enforced by the individual responsible agencies. However, efforts at coordinating and 
integrating them are ongoing. Efforts are also being made at coordinating all existing 
food control infrastructures and resources with a view to redefining their roles and 
eliminating overlap and conflict areas. Only processed food registered in Nigeria can 
be marketed in the country, whether imported or locally manufactured. Registration 
involves reviewing all the information provided on the product by the manufacturers 
and marketers to enable the NAFDAC decide whether granting or marketing 
authorization should be allowed or not. 
 
2.16 CONSTRAINTS AND WEAKNESSES OF NIGERIAN 

AGRICULTURE  

 
The constraints to Nigerian agriculture are multidimensional. They include poor and 
distortionary macroeconomic environment, lack of synergy between macroeconomic 
and agricultural sector policies, poor and inefficient public sector, low levels and poor 
quality of private sector participation, poor terms of trade between agriculture and 
other sectors, unsustainable resource pressures and environmental degradation, poor 
rural infrastructure, fiscal (budgetary) pressures, risky physical environment.  
 
On the other hand the weaknesses include low productivity and yield gaps, low levels 
of adoption and lack of sustained use of modern inputs and technologies, low levels of 
value-added and poor intra-sector linkages, low market orientation and 
responsiveness, poor and inefficient inputs and technologies and low levels of 
managerial, entrepreneurial and technical capacities. 
 
Distortionary macroeconomic environment 
 
Nigeria’s macroeconomic environment constrains agricultural growth and 
development. Fiscal policy, monetary policy, external trade policy and foreign 
exchange rate policy have resulted, over the years, to adverse domestic terms of trade 
against agriculture, relative to other sectors. Inappropriate macroeconomic policies 
and inefficient public sector constrained agricultural growth over the years. There are 
inconsistencies between macro and agricultural sector policies and inadequate 
attention to the impact of macroeconomic policies on agricultural sector performance 
(Shaib et al, 1997), even though some of the most important policies affecting 
agriculture originate outside the sector and reflect the macroeconomic outlook 
(Idachaba, 2000). Budgetary allocation to agriculture by successive governments in 
the country has been notoriously low and asymmetric with the huge agricultural 
component of the national economy. Agriculture share of total federal government 
budget has hovered around 2% in recent years and increased to about 3% in the 2004 
budget. This situation clearly betrays government avowed priority on agriculture. 
These result in conflicting signals on agriculture.  
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Sector Policy failures 
 
Agricultural sector strategies and policies are plagued with unproven assumptions, 
inappropriate designs, wrong targeting and ineffective outcomes. Policy failures dot 
the country’s agricultural landscape. These are reflected by the high incidence of 
policy mistakes, unintended consequences of policies and the persistent dominance of 
unintended beneficiaries of agricultural policies. Moreover, policy instability has been 
high and disruptive of incentive structure in agriculture. Frequent policy changes, 
contradictions, inconsistencies, reversals and alterations reduce investor confidence, 
make government stance unpredictable and renders unhealthy the investment 
environment. The policy landscape is replete with programmes and projects that have 
been abandoned and/or replaced with others without convincing value added. Few 
examples include the National Accelerated Food Production Project (NAFPP), 
Operation Feed the Nation (OFN), the Green Revolution Programme (GRP), the 
National Directorate of Employment’s Agricultural Programmes. Idachaba (1998) 
found that in the 37 years following Nigeria’s independence in 1960, agricultural 
research institutes have come under five supervising ministries.  
 
Political instability and institutional dysfunction 
 
 Political instability is a major source of policy and institutional instability, even 
though, cases exist where policies have been scrapped or replaced by the same 
governments that adopted them. Institutional failures account for a significant share of 
the poor investment and economic environment. Institutional failures are manifest in 
coordination problems, poor stakeholder capacity to ensure accountability of the 
agricultural policy process and poor implementation of programmes and projects. 
Others include the deterioration in the quality of public services and public sector 
investments in agriculture and rural development. Wide gaps in coordination exist 
across the tiers of government and within the same level of government. There is also 
poor coordination between policy formulation, implementation and monitoring and 
evaluation. Often, implemented measures and actions are at variance with existing 
policy.  
 
Weak agricultural and rural infrastructures 
 
 In the rural areas, where agriculture is the predominant economic sector, there is 
acute shortage of infrastructure including roads, communication, power and water. 
The effect translates into high cost of agricultural production and makes agriculture 
non-competitive relative to other domestic economic sectors. Rural productivity is 
estimated to be three times less than urban productivity, reflecting dualistic economies 
and lack of broad-based economic growth. 
 
Poor private sector participation  
 
While policy documents enunciate private sector as the engine of growth and poverty 
reduction, the outlook from the agricultural sector is non-reflective of this thrust. The 
NEEDS ascribes a prominent role to the private sector and identifies the hindrances to 
include: the rapid shift of population from rural to urban areas and the perceptible 
shift in consumption patterns from local to imported food items – rice, poultry, etc; 
lack of funds, inadequate processing and storage facilities as well as inefficiencies in 
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input supply and distribution; oil boom, policy inconsistency and decline in political 
commitment to agricultural and rural development. Other obstacles are: inadequate 
incentive framework and pervasive distortions in the macro economy; absence of 
price support mechanism and pervasive distortions in macroeconomic and sectoral 
policies including misaligned exchange rates, heavy explicit taxation of agricultural 
exports; continued dependence on rain-fed agriculture and the absence of economies 
of scale; land tenure system that inhibits the acquisition of land for mechanized 
farming and inadequate agricultural extension services and lack of indigenous 
capacity or technologies responsive to local conditions.  
 
Lending to the agricultural sector is abysmally poor when compared to other 
economic sectors because of perceptions of high risk of investments and poor 
infrastructure to support efficient, competitive and profitable agricultural production. 
Less than 10% of rural populations have sustained access to formal financial 
institutions. High opportunity cost of investing in agriculture discourages private 
sector participation and diverts investments from agriculture to non-agriculture 
sectors. Returns on investments in agriculture compare poorly with those in other 
economic sectors, hence the unattractiveness of agriculture. Nigeria’s agricultural 
sector has over the years failed to attract requisite levels of private sector investment 
to accelerate sector growth; this is reflected by the fact that agriculture’s share of 
gross fixed capital formation was merely 13% in the 1997-2001 period, a share that is 
disproportionate to its strategic contributions in the economy.  Other manifestations of 
poor private sector participation is the low market orientation and responsiveness of 
agricultural producers and lack of adequate managerial, entrepreneurial and technical 
capacities in the agricultural sector. 
 
Weak interface between agricultural and environmental policies 
 
The ecological problems range from drought in the northern states to erosion and 
flood in the southern parts of the country. Sustainable agriculture depends on the 
impact of or responses to population pressure, resource scarcity, resource exploitation 
and environmental degradation. In Nigeria, agricultural and environmental policies 
are not closely-knit, hence sustainable agricultural productivity and growth is 
threatened by over-exploitation of natural resources, mounting population- and 
demand-induced land scarcity. There is dearth of win-win policies to achieve 
agricultural productivity while ensuring resource conservation and environmental 
protection. Without effective coordination between agricultural sector policies and 
programmes and those on population growth, natural resource conservation and 
environmental protection, it is impossible to optimise trade-offs between production 
and conservation.  
 
Weak research and extension services 
 
Inefficient agricultural research and extension leads to slow rate of technology 
diffusion and low levels of adoption of new improved agricultural technologies, 
whether hard technologies such as improved seeds or soft ones such as improved farm 
management practices. Extension agent-farmer ratio falls short of requirements for 
developing agriculture.  
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Low productivity and yield gaps 
 
Low productivity coupled with yield gaps constitutes the central weakness of 
Nigerian agricultural sector. Rice yield potential is 2.919 tonnes/ha as against the 
actual yield of 1.351 tonnes/ha, implying a yield gap of 53.72%. Maize yield potential 
is 2 tonnes/ha while actual yield is about 1.2 tonnes/ha, implying a yield gap of 40%. 
(Idachaba, 2000). Low productivity and yield gaps are linked to the low adoption and 
use of modern inputs and technologies. The observed declining trend in farm input 
use has been partly attributed to the considerable difficulty that farmers are 
experiencing in obtaining fertilizer and other necessary inputs in time either because 
of poor access, high prices, or quality concerns. Fertilizer prices increased from N50 
per 50kg bag in 1990 to N 1200 in 1997, N 1500 in 1999,and over N 1800 in 2000 
(FPDD, 2001). Perhaps, as a result of the above situation, current use levels of 
fertilizer in Nigeria of 9.4kg per hectare are much below Africa’s average (21kg/ha), 
and the global average of 100kg/ha. Zimbabwe, Kenya and Zambia are the top 
fertilizer consuming countries in SSA, and all happen to be countries with high 
incidence of large-scale commercial farms (Yangen et al., 1998). In 1987, Nigeria’s 
average use of fertilizer of 118.1kg/ha was 50% of Kenya, 39% of India, and 8% of 
Western Europe. And in 1989, Nigeria’s average fertilizer application was less than 
30kg/ha relative to 68kg/ha world average and 80kg/ha for Kenya (FAO reports in 
FFD, 2002).  
 
Malfunctioning agricultural input markets 

In recent times, the performance of the country in fertilizer use, on per hectare basis 
has become poorer, reflecting malfunctioning agricultural input markets. The grossly 
underdeveloped marketing system, improper methods and timing of fertilizer 
application result in low use efficiency, which in turn makes many smallholder 
farmers to perceive fertilizer use as uneconomical. The reduction of import tariff on 
fertilizers from 10% in 1996 to 5% in 1997 and zero percent in 2000, among other 
factors apparently reduced the rate of decline in fertilizer consumption, although other 
factors connected with private sector development could have had some impact. It is 
notable that fertilizer consumption had been falling precipitously since 1994/95 in 
spite of a subsidy rate of between 70% and 80%; the abolition of value-added tax 
(VAT) and excise duty on fertilizer. 

Use of improved seeds is about 12% of potential demand in 2001. The Nigerian seed 
system is rudimentary in terms of breeding and testing programs. Formal channels 
supply only a limited range and quantity of seeds (maize, sorghum, oil palm, cocoa, 
cassava cuttings yam mini-setts, etc). Most smallholder farmers are not reached by the 
formal system. Farmer-based informal systems save majority (60-70%) of the seed, 
which is traded in local markets without clear vertical integration to meet needs of the 
few large-scale farmers in the country. Agriculture in the country is highly susceptible 
to heavy risks from pests and diseases and natural causes due to the poor tracking, 
alarm and control system.  
 
Poor linkages of production and downstream activities 
 
The problem of low levels of value-added and poor intra-sector linkages is endemic. 
During 2002-2003, the country witnessed bumper harvests of both cereals and root 
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and tuber crops leading to glut in the market supply and consequent slide in farm-gate 
prices.  This development revealed the poor linkages and lack of synergy between 
farm production and markets (post-harvest sub-sector) and indicates the poor state of 
market development in the agricultural sector of the economy. It also underscores 
policy shortcomings, intra-sector coordination failures, and the incomprehensive and 
reactive nature of strategies to promote agricultural production in the country. For 
example, regarding agro-processing, it is estimated that over 90% of total agricultural 
processing is done using traditional inefficient technologies. Post-harvest losses are 
estimated to reach 50% for each of vegetables and fisheries, 40% for tubers and 35% 
for grains.  
 
2.17 COMPETITIVENESS OF NIGERIAN AGRICULTURE 

 
Competitiveness – conceptual issues 
 
Competitiveness of Nigerian agriculture can be viewed from several perspectives: 
domestic (relative to other economic sectors), international (relative to other regions 
and countries). It also has both price and non-price dimensions. For example, from the 
price angle, market liberalisation through the scrapping of the government-owned 
commodity marketing boards and foreign exchange deregulation contributed to the 
price-competitiveness of cocoa in world markets. But, to be wholly competitive, it is 
imperative that Nigeria's cocoa exports meet international quality standards and 
practices (non-price competitiveness).  Within the domestic economy, there are 
different facets of competitiveness: intra-sector (for example, between production and 
processing, crops and livestock, tree crops and arable crops, traditional and modern 
technologies), inter-sectoral (e.g. between agriculture and manufacturing) and inter-
spatial (e.g. between different states of the federation or different regions). Inter-
sectoral competitiveness of Nigerian agriculture is defined by the relative 
attractiveness of agriculture among other economic sectors for the society's scarce 
human resources, investment capital and technologies. Where the economic terms of 
trade disfavour agriculture, very low quality and quantity of human capital, 
productive resources and technological knowledge would flow into the sector due to 
relatively uncertain, low and slow returns to investment resources relative to other 
economic sectors like manufacturing and services. The predominance of illiterate 
smallholders in the farming landscape of the country can be both a cause and 
consequence of agriculture's poor domestic competitiveness. Where low level of 
human skills predominate a sector, product prices in that sector would most probably 
reflect the opportunity cost of labour.  
 
Nigeria’s potential competitive advantage and its drawbacks 
 
While evidence on actual competitiveness of Nigerian agriculture is mixed, there is 
general acknowledgement that Nigeria has potential competitive advantage in several 
agricultural commodities including root and tuber crops, cereals and legumes, tree 
crops and livestock products. However, competitiveness is not uniform across 
different crops and livestock. Sources of potential advantage include the favourable 
agro-ecological and natural conditions for a wide variety of crops, large domestic and 
regional markets, relatively low labour costs and the unique opportunity to massively 
invest oil revenues for rapid agricultural growth and transformation. But, the 
economic and market potentials have been undermined by inappropriate and unstable 
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macroeconomic and structural policies, inconsistent and poorly implemented sector 
strategies and programmes, a public sector that is grossly inefficient and mis-oriented, 
weak private sector involvement in agriculture and distorting incentive systems linked 
with the rent/patronage-dominated enclave oil sector. The dominance of oil has over 
the years crowded out agriculture and manufacturing sectors, leaving a skewed non-
diversified economic structure unable to flexibly generate incomes, jobs and attract 
non-oil private sector investments.  
 
Competitiveness – the export sector and price perspective 
 
Generally, farm gate prices are higher than world market prices, and productivity is 
low and declining. On the average, Nigerian farm gate prices are twice world market 
prices (Sinha, 2003). For instance, cassava farm gate price (US$/kg) is 169 compared 
to world price put at 66, rice farm gate price is 207 compared to world price put at 
120 and palm oil farm gate price is 820 compared to world price put at 442.  On 
export commodities, Nigerian crops earn a significant discount (cashews) or have lost 
their premium (cocoa). Nigerian yields compare poorly with those of international 
competitors. Cocoa yield in Nigeria is 3301 kg/ha compared to 4545 kg/ha in Cote 
d’Ivoire, rice yield is 1247 kg/ha compared with 2698 kg/ha in Thailand and cassava 
yield is 9,500 kg/ha compared with 17,959 kg/ha in Thailand (Sinha, 2003). 
 
Nigeria is currently not internationally competitive in many crops, since it can be 
cheaper to import than to buy domestically (Sinha, 2003). For example, the domestic 
price of both rice and cassava is roughly double import parity and oil palm prices 
follow similar trend. Poor investment is undermining export of commodities in which 
the country has competitiveness. For example, cocoa exports rely on investments 
made far in the past. The fact that agricultural exports rebounded strongly during the 
SAP in the 1980s shows that liberalization can benefit the agricultural sector. Nigeria 
is a high cost economy and agriculture is a low productivity sector, suffering 
disproportionately greater investment risks, structural weaknesses and institutional 
obstacles. In Nigeria, relatively high and rising input costs has been mentioned 
repeatedly in Central Bank of Nigeria's Annual Economic Reports as a major cost 
problem for Nigerian farmers, especially smallholders who produce the bulk of the 
country's agricultural output. It also reported that rising costs of inputs - boats, out-
board engines, etc. - has negatively affected the artisanal fishing.  
 
Competitiveness – the productivity perspective 
 
Hence, Nigeria agriculture cannot compete internationally in the long term if 
productivity does not increase. Even domestic demand is at risk from foreign imports. 
While the protectionist approach to non-competitiveness may seem to provide short 
term support for local production, it can undermine the country’s agriculture given the 
widening influence of the WTO, the current wave of economic globalisation and 
Nigeria’s porous borders. In the export sector, there are opportunities for increasing 
value added through quality improvements and domestic processing. Cashew is an 
internationally valuable crop but Nigeria exports cashew as a raw nut and so receives 
the lowest price for cashews in the world. Nigeria is the largest supplier of sesame to 
the world’s largest consumer, Japan, yet most exports are in unprocessed form. Export 
competitiveness can also be improved by price differentiation based on organic 
produce certification. Low fertilizer and agrochemicals use mean that cocoa, sesame 
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and cashew are organically produced, but there is no system of certification for those 
exports that would allow them to earn up to 30 percent premium due from organic 
production.   
 
In Nigeria, low resource productivity in agriculture hinders competitiveness and 
growth. Disincentive effect of low returns leads to diversion of high quality human 
capital and productive resources from agriculture, as a result of which only very low 
quality labour becomes available to the sector. As an illustration, it is ironical that 
agriculture share of total demand for university admission has declined over the years, 
reflecting relative unattractiveness and disregard of agricultural disciplines as a 
worthy profession for educational investment. Despite the critical role of agriculture 
in the Nigerian economy in contributing more than two-thirds of national output, 
agriculture's share of total enrolment in 24 federal and 11 state universities in Nigeria 
was meagre 5.8% (21,974 out of a total of 376, 494), according to National 
Universities Commission 1998 statistics.  
 
Routes to competitiveness of Nigeria agriculture  
 
Improving competitiveness of agriculture in relation to other domestic economic 
sectors therefore entails improving the terms of trade. This involves addressing price 
disparities (internal price ratios) between agricultural and manufactured goods and the 
relatively high opportunity cost of agricultural investments in the country. Price parity 
(the ratio of the prices farmers receive for things they sold to the prices they paid for 
things they bought) is an important factor in agricultural competitiveness. Increasing 
domestic competitiveness requires removing internal obstacles to trade and mobility 
of factors of production need to be removed. Such obstacles cause high internal 
disparities in agricultural product prices over space and over time – a feature 
reflecting poor market infrastructure, lack of effective market institutions and market 
segmentation. Removing such obstacles will reduce the cost of agricultural business, 
facilitate the supply chain, shorten the time lag between market stages and improve 
the post-harvest practices including preservation, processing, standardisation and 
quality control. Rural infrastructure is critical to agricultural competitiveness, 
agricultural commercialisation and the development of market potentials. Poor rural 
roads, lack of rural electricity and communication hinder market efficiency and 
producer responsiveness. From the international perspective, Nigerian agriculture is 
not competitive. Low productivity, low profitability, high production costs, low 
quality of private sector in agriculture, poor infrastructure, inappropriate 
macroeconomic policies and lack of stable and well coordinated sector strategies are 
making the country’s agriculture internationally uncompetitive. Nigeria accounts for 
about 26% of SSA cereals crop production, 70% and 40% of total roots and tuber 
production in West Africa and SSA respectively. While Nigerian agricultural yields 
may compare favourably to West Africa and SSA productivity levels, the low 
profitability and high cost burden dampen gains from incremental productivity.  
  
2.18 POTENTIALS, OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES FOR 

NIGERIAN AGRICULTURE 

 
Nigeria has huge agricultural potentials waiting to be translated into economic reality. 
Some assessments of the local, regional and international market potentials of some 
comparative-advantage Nigerian agricultural crops and agro-based products give a 
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vivid picture of the opportunities for the county to become a leading global 
agricultural economy (Table 18). 
 
Table 18. Assessment of the market potentials of some Nigerian crops and agro-based products 
 

Commodities  Products Degree of market potential 
Local 
market 

Regional 
market 

International 
market 

Cereal 
• Maize 
• Rice 
• Sorghum 
• Millet 

 
Flours 
Bread 
Weaning foods 
Alcohol/brewery 
Cooking oil 
Confectioneries 
Starch 

 
+ + + 
+ + + 
++ 
+ + 
+ + + 
+++ 
+ + + 

 
+ + + 
+ + 
= 
+ + + 
++ 
++ 
+ + + 

 
+ 
= 
= 
+ + 
+ 
= 
+ + + 

Root and Tuber 
• Cassava 
• Yam 
• Sweet potatoe 
• Potato (Irish) 
• Starch 
• Extruded products 
• Bakery 

 
Local feeds 
Flour (gari) 
Chips 
Feed/livestock 
 

 
+ + + 
+ + + 
+ 
+ + + 
+ + + 
+ + 
+ + 

 
+ + 
+ + 
= 
+ + 
+ + 
= 
+ 

 
+ 
+ 
= 
+ 
+ 
= 
+ 

Grain Legumes 
• Groundnut 
• Soyabean 
• Cowpea 

 
Cooking oil 
Weaning foods 
Protein concentrate 
Milk 
Soy cheese 
Composite flour 
Feed/livestock 

 
+ + + 
+ 
+ + 
+ + + 
+ + 
+ + 
+ + + 

 
++ + 
+ 
+ + 
++ 
+ 
+ 
+ + 

 
+ 
= 
+ 
= 
= 
= 
= 

Fruits and vegetables 
• Mango 
• Orange 
• Papaya 
• Banana and plantain 
• Vegetables 
• Oils 

 
Juice 
Jam 
Dried fruits 
Canned and dried 

 
+ + + 
+ + + 
+ 
= 
+ + + 
+ + + 

 
+ + + 
+ + + 
+ 
= 
++ 
+ + 

 
+ 
+ 
= 
= 
= 
= 

Oil crops 
• Palm oil 
• Sun flower 
• Cotton seed 

 
Oil 
Soap 
Butter 
Feed/livestock 

 
+ + + 
+ 
++ 
+ + 

 
+ + 
+ 
+ 
+ 

 
+ 
= 
= 
+ 

Livestock 
• Small ruminants 
• Beef and dairy animals 
• Fish 
• Poultry 

 
Meat 
Milk 
Cheese 
Feed 

 
+ ++ 
+ + + 
+ + 
+ + 

 
+ + 
+ + 
+ 
+ 

 
= 
= 
= 
= 

= none; + low; ++ medium; + + + high. Source: Ikpi (2000).  
 
Similarly, NESG-2002 (2003) has identified crops (cash and food) and animals in 
which the different geo-political zones of Nigeria have comparative advantage (Table 
19). 
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Table 19: Nigeria’sGeo-political zones and crops and animals of comparative advantage  
 

Zones Cash crop Food crop Animal husbandry 
North Central Soybeans Yam Piggery 
North East Gum Arabic Sorghum cattle 
North West Cotton Groundnut Goats, sheep and rams 
South East Oil palm Cassava Poultry 
South South Rubber Cassava Poultry 
South West  cocoa maize Poultry 

Source: NESG-2002 (2003). 

 
Several reviews/analyses of Nigerian agriculture coalesce on agriculture’s strategic 
economic and developmental roles, key priorities and challenges, policy imperatives 
and intervention opportunities. In Nigeria, the agricultural sector is ascribed key roles 
in economic growth, export diversification, poverty reduction, employment 
generation, food security and environmental sustainability. To enable the agricultural 
sector perform these roles, the central challenge is to stimulate agriculture’s transition 
from a traditional subsistence-oriented, low productivity sector to a modern business 
activity that is productive, profitable, competitive and market-oriented. Embedded in 
this overarching challenge are policy imperatives and intervention priorities 
highlighted below: 

• Accelerate agricultural productivity and incomes and overall growth of the 
sector in a sustainable manner, by for example improving research, extension 
and farmer linkages to improve technology dissemination and adoption and 
ensure sustainable management of the agricultural-natural resource base. 
Measures are necessary to increase outputs through greater productivity rather 
than from expanding farmlands or herd size. This entails strengthening 
linkages between production and markets and tying agricultural technology 
transfer to commercial production.  

• Engender greater and higher quality private sector participation in agriculture 
and agribusiness development through concessionary and appropriate 
investment and financial incentives, credible and stable policies to ensure 
market integrity and entrepreneurship development. This involves measures to 
leverage investment resources, public spending, modern technologies and new 
high-quality entrepreneurial, managerial and technical capacities for 
agricultural growth and transformation. One important opportunity for private 
sector role is Nigeria’s substantial economic potential in agro-processing and 
agricultural value-adding for the large domestic and regional markets  

• Improve agricultural input and product markets through measures to correct 
failure in factor and product markets in order to improve access to and 
availability of farm inputs, credits and modern technologies and price 
incentives for sustained private sector investments in agriculture. The 
provision of infrastructure (roads, power, water, and communications) and 
market information is important to allow markets function efficiently, increase 
competition and reduce transaction costs and unusually high investment risks 
especially in rural areas.  

• Foster dynamic backward and forward linkages within agriculture sub-sectors 
of production, processing, storage, preservation and marketing and between 
agriculture and other economic sectors (manufacturing, services, commerce, 
etc). This involves the development of agro-based value-adding rural 
enterprises such as input- and service-related rural commercial enterprises, 
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agro-processing and marketing enterprises, rural infrastructure commercial 
service enterprises and new-niche, high-value export-targeting agricultural 
production enterprises.  

• Rationalize incentive structures and public spending in agriculture, strengthen 
regulatory, quality control and institutional framework and improve policy 
coordination. These would create a favourable policy environment and 
increase private sector confidence through greater stakeholder participation in 
agricultural strategy and policy formulation and monitoring, 
project/programme design and implementation. This entails strengthening of 
farmer’s organisations and the constituency for agriculture in the national 
economy. It is essential that macroeconomic and fiscal policies are broadly 
supportive of the growth and development of agriculture.  
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Section 3 

 
INTERACTIONS BETWEEN NIGERIAN AGRICULTURE AND 

REGIONAL (ECOWAS) AGRICULTURAL PROSPECTS  

 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 

 
This section of the report shall be concerned with examining the regional elements or 
features of Nigerian agriculture. The objective is to examine some aspects of 
ECOWAS agriculture through the lenses of Nigerian agriculture. In essence we shall 
be providing answers to the question: How does Nigerian agriculture interface with 
those of other ECOWAS countries? In answering this question, there is the need to 
show sensitivity to the various aspects or dimensions of the discussion, notably: 
 

• The crosscutting similarities and dissimilarities and, complementarities in the 
descriptive features and practice of agriculture in Nigeria vis-à-vis the 
ECOWAS sub-region. 

• The intermediating Nigerian institutions including governmental and non-
governmental institutions (e.g. private sector and civil society institutions) that 
interfaces with regional agriculture in the ECOWAS sub-region. The aim here 
is to determine both the extent and nature of interfacing between the 
intermediating institutions and regional agriculture, as well as the purpose of 
these interactions. 

• The regional dimensions of Nigerian agricultural policies. Under this 
framework, we shall identify the elements or features of Nigerian agricultural 
and rural development policies that relate to regional integration in terms of 
both their nature and extent. 

 
However, to begin with we shall briefly examine the concept of regional dimension or 
interfacing in the context of Nigerian agriculture. 
 
3.2 Concept of Regional Interfacing or Dimension: Nigerian 

perspective 

 

The incidence of regional interfacing is very central to the regional dimension of 
Nigerian agriculture. Regional agricultural interfacing means that in Nigeria exhibits 
interactive features with agriculture in some or most other countries in the region or 
with regional agriculture in general. These interactions will be in terms of exhibiting 
actual or potential similarities, complementarities, competitiveness, or even conflict 
with agriculture in the region. These elements form the basis for any interfacing 
relationships. The resulting interfacing relationships (i.e. whether of similarity, 
complementarities, competitiveness, or conflict) could be in the areas of agricultural 
practices (production, inputs, technology, processing), trade, exports, policy, 
institutional arrangements, conventions, and protocols. It is the intention of this study 
to examine the regional dimensions of Nigerian agriculture on the basis of vital forms 
and areas of interfacing – actual and potential, as follows. 

(i) Similarities to the regional agriculture?  
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(ii)  Complementarities to the regional agriculture? – market complementarities 
exist across frontiers and national markets often do not provide space for 
full returns to investment; also risks are reducible by regional approaches. 
Externalities or spillovers across countries necessitate regional level 
interventions. 

(iii)  Competition (tensions) with the regional agriculture? 
(iv) Conflicts with the regional agriculture? 
(v) Economies of scale from pooled approaches? – significant economies of 

scale come from joint regional activities and provisioning such as 
infrastructure, regulation, utilities as well as for the conduct of 
international negotiations. 

 
3.3 Critical Areas of Interfacing and Relationships 

 
In particular, areas of considerable interfacing with potentially critical implications 
for ECOWAS common agricultural policy are examined. They include: 
 

(i) Population and Agricultural Resources 
(ii)  Agricultural Inputs 
(iii)  Agricultural Production and Product Prices  
(iv) Agricultural Exports, Export Destinations and Competitors in Global 

Commodity Markets 
(v) Agricultural Imports, Import Origins and Implications for Food Security  
(vi) Crop and Livestock Pests and Diseases 
(vii)  Irrigation and Water Resources  
(viii)  Agricultural Cross-Border Trade  
(ix) Agricultural Research and Technology Development 
(x) Market Development and Market information systems. 

 
3.3.1 Agricultural Resources  
 
In every country, agriculture is a primary industry utilizing the traditional resources of 
land, labour, capital, and management. In examining interfacing features, it is perhaps 
necessary to begin by examining the relative importance of agriculture in these 
countries, and the size of the relative resource commitments in Nigerian and West 
African agriculture. Our major concern here will be with land and labour resources for 
obvious reasons. This practice will easily highlight actual and potential areas of 
interaction. In terms of labour, there are 15 countries in the ECOWAS region with an 
estimated population of 227.5 million of which Nigeria contains and estimated 116.9 
million persons or 51 % of the population (table 21, annex 5a). However, only 55 % 
of Nigeria’s population are engaged in agriculture. Other countries with similar or less 
proportions of agricultural population are Liberia (54 %), Senegal (52 %), Cote 
d’Ivoire (56 %) and Cape Verde (36 %). The rest of the countries have over 60 % of 
their population in agriculture. The regional average is 63 %. With over 60 % of the 
population in agriculture in most economies of the region, a rise in agricultural 
labour productivity, which releases labour to the non-agricultural sectors of these 
economies without accompanying diversification of the structure of the economy 
especially the development of the agribusiness sector, will create migration problems 
in the region. Nigeria with her size, resources, and relatively more diversified 
economy, will certainly be one of the first countries that regional agricultural labour 
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migrants will consider. This raises important interfacing issues in the area of policy on 
labour migration in the region. This concern is reinforced by the fact that the 
percentage of the economically active population in agriculture is only 32 % in 
Nigeria, compared to between 56% and 92 % recorded for most economies in the 
region. The regional average is 65 %. The treatment of trans-border labour migration 
should be streamlined so as to reduce conflict and promote co-operation in the region. 
The flip side of this issue, will relate to the adoption of appropriate technologies in 
regional agriculture that are not labour-displacing. Nigeria should canvass a common 
agricultural technology policy that promotes intensive use of available agricultural 
labour within member countries in the region. 
 
Land is another important agricultural resource in the region. The countries of the 
region occupy an estimated land area of 511.5 million hectares of which only 58.04 
million representing 11.3 are cultivated (table 21, annex 5a). The rest uncultivated 
area is covered with forests, deserts, water bodies and rocky outcrops. Although 
Nigeria’s estimated land area of 92.4 million is only 18 percent of the total land area 
of the region, this constitutes about 53 % of the cultivated areas in the region. Land 
resource issues may not constitute an area for interfacing, because the available land 
in each country is territorially determined, and there are definite rules of access to 
land for cultivation in each country. The outlook of agricultural land use across 
ECOWAS countries gives a vivid picture of the future challenges for optimising 
agricultural potentials of the region. One indicator of the outlook is the cultivated 
share of total cultivable land.  
 
The cultivated share of total cultivable land in various countries (1989-2002) is given 
below 
 

Country Cultivated share of 
total cultivable land 
(%) (1989-2002) 

Agricultural 
GDP as 
percent of total 
GDP (%) 

Agricultural GDP 
growth rate (%) 
(1990-2000) 

Nigeria 44.56 38.56 3.5 
Ghana 63.95 35.3 3.4 
Liberia 64.05 24 2.5 
Benin 90.05 38 5.8 
B/Faso 77.43 34.5 4.2 
Mali 98.81 48.5 3.2 
Guinea 59.28 24 4.3 
G/Bissau 86.45 58.8 3.9 
Senegal 98.5 18.2 1.9 
Togo 95.43 37.7 4 
S/Leone 89.55 47.3 -0.1 
Niger 99.7 38.8 3.2 
Gambia N/A N/A N/A 
C/d’Ivoire 40.38 29.2 3.6 
Cape Verde 91.6 11.8 5.6 
Total 1099.74 507.06 54.0 
West African 
Average 

68.73 31.69 3.4 
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There is a large disparity in the cultivated share of total cultivated land across 
countries. Cote d’Ivoire followed by Nigeria have the least cultivated share of total 
cultivable land (40.38% and 44.56% respectively) while Niger followed Mali have the 
highest corresponding share (99.7% and 98.81% respectively). The regional average 
was 68.73%. 
 
One important challenge that ECOWAS agricultural policy framework confronts is 
the sharp diversity in agricultural production parameters across member countries. 
Nonetheless, many uncultivated areas in each county can be reclaimed for cultivation 
through the application of agricultural technology, modern inputs, and land 
improvement measures. The agricultural GDP as percent of total GDP ranged 
from11.8% in Cape Verde to 58.8% in Guinea Bissau, with a regional average of 
31.69%. The agricultural GDP growth rate varied from –0.1% in Sierra Leone to 
5.8% in Benin, with a regional average of 3.4%. 
 
Agricultural Inputs 
 
The use of modern agricultural inputs (fertilizers, tractors, irrigation water, agro-
chemicals, and pesticides) constitutes a potential area for interfacing because they are 
traded in the competitive local and international markets; and for countries in the 
region that are not presently producing them, they have to be imported. Under a 
common agricultural policy, the primary consideration for this import is from member 
countries in the region or the regional market. Table 22 (annex 5b) shows the import 
of tractors, fertilizers, pesticides, and the size of the irrigated area of each country. 
The table shows that between 1999 and 2001, Nigeria imported an average of 300 
tractors annually or 12 % of the estimated 2,528 average annual tractor imports into 
the region. The use of tractors may not be an area for interfacing for Nigeria now, 
because she does not at present produce tractors for the export market. Although the 
National Centre for Agricultural mechanization at Ilorin, Nigeria, and the various 
Universities and Research Institutes, have done considerable work on mechanization 
of Nigerian agriculture, the engineering infrastructure for the production of tractors, 
vehicles, and related automobiles in the country is still being built-up. Perhaps in the 
next 5 to 10 years Nigeria might consider participating in the export market in this 
area. 
 
The table also shows that the manufactured fertilizer imports into the West African 
region was estimated at $ 82.8 million per annum of which Nigeria’s share was $ 5.84 
million or 7% per annum. This low relative share of fertilizer import by Nigeria is 
attributable to the fact that she produces fertilizer, and the imports were just to 
supplement domestic production. Nigeria has considerable capacity and endowments 
to produce inorganic fertilizers for the West African market, with her two fertilizer 
plants located at Onne (Port-Harcourt), and Kaduna. Her petrochemical endowments 
and related resources provide the raw-materials for fertilizer production in the 
country. So, the production and export of fertilizer into the regional market is one 
potential window of opportunity for Nigeria in a regional agricultural market. This 
can be done through policy and tariff harmonization. Thus, Nigeria is encouraged to 
capture part of the sizeable West African fertilizer market estimated at $ 82 million 
per annum (table 22). However, for this to be effective, the fertilizer subsidy in 
Nigeria currently estimated at 25 % of retail price should be phased out by the 
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government to avoid the practice of fertilizer smuggling to neighboring countries by 
private dealers.  The same analysis is true for the pesticides market. Nigeria’s 
petrochemical endowments enable her private sector operators to manufacture various 
kinds of pesticides and agrochemicals. Therefore, she should be able to capture some 
share of the regional pesticides market estimated at $ 121 million annually. 
 
 
Irrigation and Water Resources  
 
Only 10% of the over 10 million hectares of West African agricultural land is actually 
irrigated. Between 1999 and 2001 the total irrigated area in the West African region 
was estimated at 773,000 hectares on the average with Nigeria constituting 233,000 
hectares or 30.1% of the irrigated area of the region. This clearly suggests that 
agriculture in the region is largely rain-fed. However, the major issue in irrigation as a 
basis for interaction with the rest of the region is the source of water for irrigation. 
This is particularly with reference to water bodies, rivers, and lakes that traverses 
Nigeria’s border with her neighboring countries in the region. The rivers include 
rivers Niger, Benue, Hadejia, and the Lake Chad basin. The major issue here is the 
development of a common policy on the harnessing of water resources for irrigation 
to the mutual benefit of the countries concerned. Consequently, Nigeria’s policy on 
damming and basin development, water use and control, and fishing practices in 
border zones should be harmonized with those of her ECOWAS neighbors to avoid 
conflict. 
 
On a different dimension the use of modern agricultural inputs is clearly an area for 
interfacing opportunistically by Nigeria. The productivity effects arising from the 
application of modern inputs in Nigerian agriculture relative to the regional 
agriculture is clearly demonstrated by table 23 (annex 5c). The table shows that 
during the period 1961- 2000, the share of agricultural labor to total labor was only 54 
% compared to 68% estimated for the region. However, during this period, the 
productivity of agricultural labor in Nigeria was valued at $689 per agricultural 
worker compared to $ 444 estimated for the regional agriculture. Also, land 
productivity (as value of output per hectare) was $142 in Nigeria, which is two times 
higher than the West African average estimated at $69 during the period. 
Consequently, Nigeria should seek to exploit this productivity advantage in two ways:  

(I) By increasing her share in the production of major export crops and raw-
materials in the regional market; the productivity advantage will put her in 
a better pricing position as costs will be lower relatively and production 
volume higher. 

(II)  Encouraging greater processing of agricultural exports to add value, 
increase earnings and export competitiveness. 

 
The greater productivity of Nigerian agricultural resources implies that Nigerian 
agriculture is utilizing the relevant resources more efficiently than regional 
agriculture. In the past what may have accounted for the poor receipts by Nigerian 
farmers is that there has been a tradition of low emphasis on processing, storage, and 
associated post-harvest activities for extending the shelf-life of agricultural produce to 
enable farmers take advantage of more remunerative markets. This may have 
dampened the incentive to produce by farmers although they produce more efficiently 
than farmers in the region. So, processing should be encouraged both to further add-
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value to production, stimulate greater production and receipts by farmers, and to 
capture greater shares of the regional market. 
 
Agricultural Production and Product Pricing 
 
Agriculture is a major sector of the real economy in the region and its contribution to 
revenue is usually through export earnings. It is therefore proper to begin an 
examination of the comparative export structures in the West African region by 
placing agriculture in the context of the economy of the region. During the period 
1961- 2000, the average Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of Nigeria was $20,574 
million compared to $ 61,754 million estimated for the entire region. (Table 24, annex 
5d). Thus, on average Nigeria’s GDP represents 33 % of the regional GDP. About 
34% of Nigeria’s GDP or $6,948 million was generated in agriculture compared to 32 
% or $19,601 million estimated for the region. In relative terms, Nigeria’s agricultural 
GDP was about 35% of the regional agricultural GDP. These statistics clearly 
indicate that agriculture is an important sector in both Nigeria and the West African 
region. Also in terms of regional agriculture, Nigerian agriculture accounts for one-
third of regional agricultural GDP, indicating that Nigerian agriculture is a major 
part of regional agriculture. Consequently, whatever happens to Nigerian agriculture 
will have considerable impact on the region. Thus the growth of regional agriculture 
depends on the growth of Nigerian agriculture. The clear message here is that 
ECOWAS leaders should exploit any existing potential productivity advantage in 
Nigerian agriculture to grow regional agriculture. This message is further reinforced 
by a comparison of the relative values of agricultural production in Nigeria and the 
West African region (Table 25, annex 5e). The total value of agricultural production 
in Nigeria over the period 1961-2000 is $9,401 million, which represents 47 percent 
of the total value of production in the region estimated at $21,183 million. The 
disaggregated values indicate that crop production accounts for $8,530 million in 
Nigeria, compared to $17,234 million for the region. Thus, crop production in Nigeria 
accounts for 50% of the value of crop production in the region. The values for 
livestock production showed a similar trend although in this case Nigeria’s livestock 
production accounted for 36% of the total value of regional livestock production. 
 
Cross-country agricultural performance   
 
The Common Agricultural Policy framework aims at developing synergies and 
greater coordination of agricultural strategies and priorities among countries. Hence, 
clear identification of the differentials in country agricultural performances is 
important for defining the scenarios and principles for addressing country peculiarities 
– strengths and weaknesses. The agricultural performance in various countries was 
compared (ranked) on the bases of three indicators – output, area harvested and 
productivity. The highlights of the findings are summarized below [Also see Annex 
6a, tables 29 – 34]. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

57

Summary Table 1 [Annex 6a, tables 29 – 34]: ECOWAS-countries best with regards to Average 
Yields, Production and Harvest Area Indicators [1980-2002] 
 
Crop  Average Yield  Production  

 
Harvest Area  

Beans  Mauritania  Cote d’Ivoire Guinea  
Banana  Cape Verde  Benin  Togo 
Cocoa Beans  Cote d’Ivoire  Cote d’Ivoire Cote d’Ivoire 
Cassava Nigeria  Nigeria  Nigeria  
Rubber Cote d’Ivoire Nigeria  Nigeria  
Rice Nigeria  Nigeria  Nigeria  
Yam Nigeria  Benin  Nigeria  
Oil Palm Cote d’Ivoire Nigeria  Nigeria  
Millet Nigeria  Nigeria  Niger 
Maize Gambia  Nigeria  Nigeria  
Groundnut  Gambia  Nigeria  Nigeria  
Sorghum Nigeria  Nigeria  Nigeria  
Sesame Sierra Leone  Nigeria  Nigeria  
Cotton Niger  Mali  Nigeria  
Coffee Sierra Leone  Cote d’Ivoire Cote d’Ivoire 
Plantain Ghana  Nigeria  Cote d’Ivoire 
Source: Computed from FAOSTAT, www.fao.org 
 
The summary table above shows that crop performance of individual countries 
relative to others within ECOWAS are different across the three indicators. While 
some countries have consistently first rank on the three indicators, others have 
asymmetric crop performance ranking on the three indicators. For example, Nigeria 
ranks first in rice yield, output and harvest area, also first in sorghum yield, output and 
harvest area; as well as in cassava yield, output and harvest area. Similarly, Cote 
d’Ivoire ranks first in cocoa yield, output and harvest area. On the other hand, while 
Cote d’Ivoire ranks first in rubber yield, it cedes the first rank to Nigeria on the 
indicators – output and harvest area. Cote d’Ivoire also ranks first in oil palm yield but 
cedes the first rank to Nigeria on the indicators – oil palm output and harvest area. 
Niger ranks first in cotton yield, but Mali and Nigeria take the first rank on cotton 
output and harvest area respectively.  Common agricultural policy faces the challenge 
of reconciling country interests and policy stance defined by these variegated 
conditions. 
 
Agricultural Exports, Export Destinations and Major  Competitors in Global 
Commodity Markets  
 
Table 26 (annex 5f) shows major agricultural export commodities in Nigeria during 
1997-1999. Nigeria’s major agricultural export commodities are cocoa, natural 
rubber, cotton lint, palm kernel and oil, and cashew nuts. These commodities account 
for 89 % of the total agricultural exports of the country. The production of export 
commodities in member countries of the region is shown in tables 27 (annex 5g) and 
28 (annex 5h). Table 27 (annex 5g) shows that Nigeria is the third leading exporter of 
cocoa in the West African region, following Ghana and Cote d’Ivoire. During the 
period 1998-2002, Nigeria exported 996,160 metric tonnes of cocoa representing 
about 11% of the total cocoa exports of the region, compared to 1,774,662 metric 
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tonnes or 20% for Ghana, and 6,156,600 metric tonnes or 68 % for Cote d’Ivoire. 
This pattern of export of the crop is consistent with the pattern of production as 
Nigeria produced about 14% of the crop, following Ghana (20%) and Cote d’Ivoire 
(60%) (Table 28, annex 5h). Presently, only 40% of the countries in the region export 
cocoa. Since cocoa is Nigeria’s largest agricultural export crop, her strategic interest 
in a regional agricultural policy will be to ensure remunerative prices for the crop so 
that farmers will increase their production. The crop is known to exhibit supply 
response under favourable production and price incentives. Presently, the crop is 
exported as cocoa beans. An export policy that improves the competitiveness of the 
crop through grading with emphasis on greater processing will enhance Nigeria’s 
export receipts from cocoa thereby encouraging greater exports. 
 
For natural rubber, Nigeria’s exports accounts for 15% of the region’s, following 
those of Liberia (38%) and Cote d’Ivoire (44%). However, Nigeria is the second 
leading producer of this crop with estimated production of 32% of the region’s rubber, 
following Cote d’Ivoire (35%). The other major rubber producer in the region is 
Liberia, and only 33% of the member countries of the region export rubber. The 
disparity between production and export proportions implies that there is significant 
domestic consumption of Nigeria’s rubber. Natural rubber is one crop that will show 
favourable supply response following improved international price receipts and price 
stability. Therefore in a regional policy framework, Nigeria should seek to canvass 
for increased and stable prices for this crop; as well as the inflow of investments and 
capital for greater processing and value-adding activities on the crop before 
exporting. 
 
Nigeria’s cotton lint accounts for about one percent of the regional export of the crop, 
compared to the leading exporters like Mali (30%) Cote d’Ivoire (30%) and Burkina-
Fasso (15%). Nigeria is obviously not an important exporter of this crop in the region, 
although she accounts for 16 % of the regional production. The major producers are 
Mali (23%), Cote d’Ivoire (20%) and Burkina-Fasso (16%) (table 28). Nigeria should 
concentrate on the production of cotton lint to feed her domestic market, for now. 
However, in future she can hope to participate more effectively in the export market 
after developing considerable production capacity and capability for this crop. This, 
she can do by institutionalizing favorable policy incentives to encourage greater 
production by farmers. The cotton industry has over the years been adversely affected 
by Nigeria’s liberal policy on the import of textiles. Different kinds of textiles 
including used clothes are imported into the country, and these may have over the 
years helped to destroy incentives in the domestic textiles sub-sector and the derived 
demand for cotton from farmers. In response, cotton farmers may have reallocated 
their cotton resources to the production of other more remunerative crops. In order to 
grow the domestic textiles sector and rehabilitate cotton production, Nigeria should 
seek for agreement on common tariffs on textiles coming into the West African 
market, particularly to discourage dumping, encourage domestic textiles production 
and competitiveness, thereby stimulating cotton production. Cotton lint is one crop 
that is exported by most members of the region. It is therefore expected that this crop 
will elicit greater policy interest and attention from most member countries of the 
region than any other crop. 
 
For palm oil, about 60% of the member countries of the region export this produce; 
and Nigeria’s export accounts for only 3.0 % of the regional export. The leading 
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exporters are Cote d’Ivoire (62%), Ghana (14%), Benin (11%), and Senegal (5%). 
However, Nigeria is the leading producer of palm oil in the region accounting for 
47% of the regional production, followed by Cote d’Ivoire (25%) and Ghana (10%). 
Nigeria is unquestionably a leading producer of this crop even at the international 
level. The disparity between production and export is accounted for by significant 
amounts of the crop consumed in the domestic market, and the poor export prices, and 
the lack of competitiveness of her exports. Therefore in a common regional 
agricultural policy, Nigeria should seek to regain her position as the world’s leading 
exporter of this product. This can be done through common agreements on prices, 
quality and export incentives to domestic producers. The community should seek to 
institutionalize a common bargaining position for better price receipts, as well as a 
harmonized buffer stock policy to protect and stabilize prices. This should be 
accompanied by the institutionalization of a community-wide market information 
system, in order to enable members take strategic decisions on trade in this and other 
crops. Nigeria obviously has enough capacity and capability to provide leadership in 
the production and export of this crop in the region. The National Institute for Oil 
Palm Research (NIFOR), located at Benin-City, Nigeria, was formerly serving the 
West African region. The story is usually told of how Malaysia, the world’s leading 
exporter of palm produce, came to Nigeria for her initial palm seedlings. Those 
seedlings are still there; what is required is a policy of better price incentives to 
stimulate greater production and export. That more of the palm produce is consumed 
locally suggests that in comparison domestic price incentives are better than those 
received by farmers in the export market. A regional CAP should ensure better export 
prices for farmers through common institutions and services. 
 
Groundnut is also exported by 60% of the member countries of the region, with 
Nigeria constituting only 0.2 % of the exports. The leading exporters are Gambia 
(65%), Senegal (13.3%), and Mali (7.0%). In contrast, Nigeria produces 56% of the 
region’ groundnuts, Senegal (17%), and Guinea (4%). The wide disparity between 
production and exports of groundnut in Nigeria is accounted for by domestic 
consumption. Thus most of the groundnut produced in Nigeria is consumed by the 
domestic sector, leaving little for exports due to poor export prices and export 
constraints faced by farmers. Since Nigeria is the leading producer of this crop in the 
region, she should seek to encourage greater production through exports. The major 
export incentive that a CAP framework should canvass is better international prices 
for groundnuts, and associated produce. Nigeria should also strategically seek to 
encourage greater processing of this product into the product derivatives, by 
encouraging the inflow of capital investments and technology into the agribusiness 
sector of her economy through favourable tariffs and production incentives. 
 
At present, cashew nut is not significantly exported from the region. However, 
considerable quantities are being produced in the region of which Nigeria constitutes 
(25%), Guinea-Bissau (37%), and Cote d’Ivoire (21%). Nigeria should also seek 
common international price incentives to stimulate exports, as well as a common 
mechanism for quality improvement, control, and monitoring to improve export 
competitiveness. While there is a substantial overseas market for cashew nut, most 
production is based on ageing trees with poorly managed traditional fruit gathering 
methods.  
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It should be noted that the above analyses are largely centred on the formal export 
sector where data is available for comparisons and decisions. It does not cover the 
multiplicity of ‘informal trade’ activities across Nigeria’s borders with her 
neighbouring West and Eastern African countries. Studies are needed to quantify the 
size and impact of these essentially illegal activities and trade for which Nigeria 
looses a lot of revenue. There is also need for the formalization of these activities 
through appropriate legislation, or recognition through co-operation by member 
countries of the region. When these activities are organized formally, it will be easy to 
monitor and collect data on them for purposes of decision-making. Unofficial trade in 
major agricultural exports across Nigeria’s border may undermine any gains from 
policy harmonization, if not addressed. 
 
Commodity Export Intensity across Countries 
 
One important dimension of the regional outlook of agriculture is the international 
(export) market orientation of agriculture in West Africa. Analysis was done to 
determine the export intensity of the various agricultural commodities (export share of 
total production) across the countries.  The result is as follows (Summary Table 2). 
 
Summary Table 2 [ Annexes 5g (table 27) and 5h (table 28)]. Export Intensity of Key 
Internationally Traded Commodities  
 
Average Export Intensity in ECOWAS Region for Major Agricultural Produce [1998-2002] 

Countries/Crops Cocoa 
Beans 

Coffee Rubber Oil of 
Palm 

Cotton Lint 

Benin 84.74 10 0 9.73 34.68 
Burkina Faso 0 0 0 0 30.72 
Côte d'Ivoire 97.45 91.75 3.04 31.84 38.22 

Gambia 0 0 0 10.32 52.05 
Ghana 98.55 93.83 0.49 18.8 15.21 
Guinea 87.06 94.7 0 0.17 6.8 

Guinea-Bissau 0 0 0 2.07 47.98 
Liberia 92.84 83.34 0 10.53 0 
Mali 0 0 0 0 38.02 
Niger 0 0 0 0 14.71 

Nigeria 95.81 91.06 0.17 0.66 2.44 
Senegal 0 0 0 77.32 41.56 

Sierra Leone 92.59 94.35 0 0.21 0 
Togo 97.92 95.59 0 41.75 28.14 

ECOWAS Average 46.685 40.91375 0.23125 12.7125 21.90813 
Source: Computed from FAOSTAT, www.fao.org  
 
The summary table 2 above reveals cocoa beans as having the highest export intensity 
or international market orientation, among all commodities across countries. It is 
followed by coffee, cotton lint, palm oil, with rubber as the least in position. Export 
intensity can be attributed to several reasons (international and domestic demand and 
supply dimensions) just as the implications for a country’s (and the region’s) 
agriculture can be multifaceted. High commodity export intensity/orientation as 
witnessed in the cocoa sub-sector production may reflect high international demand 
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for the region’s cocoa. But, the fact that the most ECOWAS countries export more 
than 90% of their raw produce indicates the poor state of cocoa processing and low 
level of domestic value-addition in the region. Exportation of unprocessed commodity 
is a bane of international market outlook for the region’s production due to the 
concomitant poor prices. Rubber has the least export intensity across countries, 
perhaps reflecting both a low international demand for the region’s output (due to 
poor quality) and an overall decline in global markets for rubber produce (due to rise 
of synthetic substitutes). It may be also argued that the domestic demand for rubber, 
perhaps due to processing activities, leaves little raw produce for export markets. 
There is however little evidence in support of this argument since the region’s 
processed rubber is not known to have considerable international competitiveness. It 
is obvious that interplay of factors impact on the export orientation of the region’s 
agricultural commodities. Deeper analysis of these factors (including domestic 
demand, international market and domestic supply conditions) and their interactions is 
necessary to produce a clearer identification of the relative importance of the various 
factors and their effects.  
 
Agricultural Export Destinations and Major Competit ors in Global Markets 
 
One aspect of the challenge faced by the agricultural policy framework is the 
enhancement of global competitiveness of regional agriculture. An insight on the 
export destinations and major competitors in global commodity markets is important 
in clarifying the challenge. The monetary value and volume of the region’s 
agricultural export and imports can be seen in Annex 6b, Tables 35-44. It is generally 
acknowledged that while West Africa coffee, cotton, off-season vegetables are subject 
to strong international export competition, there is little or no competition with 
respect to crops like cocoa. Though cocoa export competition comes from Asia and 
Brazil, low international prices have in recent times edged out estate farms while 
smallholders in West Africa cope rather better. It is however imperative that common 
agricultural policy framework aligns marketing systems and product pricing in order 
to minimise trans-border damaging rent seeking practices around cocoa. 
 
Summary Table 3 below mirrors the international flows and competitors of ECOWAS 
agricultural exports.  
 
Summary Table 3: Export Destinations and Major Competitors of ECOWAS Agricultural Products. 
 
Commodities  Destination of Exports Major Competitor  
Cocoa Beans and  
Cocoa Butter  

Eastern and Western 
Europe  

Indonesia, Brazil, Cameroon and 
Ecuador  

Palm produce 
[oil/kernel] 

Western Europe, USA, 
Eastern Europe and Asia  

Malaysia, Indonesia and Thailand  

Groundnuts 
[shell] 

USA, Western and Eastern 
Europe  

China, India, USA, Indonesia and 
Sudan  

Cotton lint  Africa  China, USA, India and Pakistan  
Cotton seed  Africa  China, USA, India and Pakistan  
Fruits 
[pineapple, 
mango, etc] 

Western Europe  Philippines, India, Indonesia, China 
and Columbia 
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Commodities  Destination of Exports Major Competitor  
Natural Rubber  Netherlands, Western 

Europe, USA, Japan and 
Eastern Europe 

Thailand, Indonesia, India and 
Malaysia  

Cashew nuts  Western Europe, China, 
Singapore and India  

India, Brazil and Viet Nam,  

Cassava   Brazil, Thailand and Indonesia  
Sesame seed  China, India, Sudan and Uganda  
Coffee [roasted] Europe  Brazil, Viet Nam, Columbia, 

Indonesia and Mexico  
Rice  Nil  China, Bangladesh, Indonesia, India, 

Viet Nam and Thailand  
Cattle  Nil  USA, Canada, Brazil, Argentina, 

China, Australia and France  
Sheep  Nil  China, Australia, New Zealand, Iran 

and UK 
Goats  Nil  China, India, Bangladesh, Sudan and 

Pakistan  
Live bovine  European Union  European Union and North America 
Wheat  USA and Ecuador  China, India, Russia and USA 
Maize  Nil  USA, China and Brazil 
Yams   Central African Republic, Republic of 

Congo and Ethiopia  
 
Factually, the agricultural exports of respective countries are concentrated on few 
crops, with the main export destination being European Union. Hence, the agricultural 
trade policies of European Union as well as the competitive practices of major 
agricultural export competitors (mostly Asian countries) have great potential impact 
on the export performance of West African agriculture. It is therefore pertinent to 
deepen research into the potential impacts of the competitive practices of Asian 
competitors and the domestic production and international trade practices of the 
European Union. By implication of this global scenario, West African agricultural 
exports are therefore vulnerable to international market fluctuations in prices and 
terms of trade between regions of the world. Tariff escalation in the industrial 
countries particularly stifles processed exports from West Africa just as subsidies 
granted cotton and other products heavily disadvantage producers in the region. The 
gains from tariff preferences in Europe and AGOA seem undermined by simultaneous 
trade concessions to other regions that compete with ECOWAS agricultural exports. 
The situation is compounded by low level of intra-regional trade, accounting for mere 
5-13% of total agricultural exports. 
 
Agricultural Imports, Import Origins and Implicatio ns for Food Security 
 
West Africa is heavily dependent on food imports. Nigeria is the largest importer (in 
absolute terms), followed by Ghana, Cote d’Ivoire and Senegal. The most important 
food imports include rice, wheat, and wheat flour, meat, sugar, milk and vegetable oil 
as shown by summary table 4 below.  West Africa rice, milk, wheat and wheat flour, 
rice, vegetable oil and sugar face increasing competition from cheaper imports 
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Summary Table 4: ECOWAS major food imports  
 

Country  Agric 
share 
of 
Exports 
[%]  

Agric 
share of 
Imports  
[%]  

Agric 
Trade 
Balance 
[$US 
million]  

Cultivated 
share of 
Total 
Cultivable 
Land [%] 

Main Agric Imports  

Benin  
42.56 23.64 39.42 90.05 

Chicken Meat, Rice, & Milled 
turkey meat 

Burkina Faso 
60.706 26.8 -31.3 77.425 

Rice, Broken tobacco leaves 
Nuts NES 

Cape Verde  
8.02 32.12 -71.04 91.6 

Dry whole cow milk, Rice 
[milled]& beer of barley  

Cote d’Ivoire  
52.78 16.46 1506.66 40.375 

Rice [Milled], rice [Husked], & 
Rice [Broken] 

Ghana  
31.36 12.53 165.28 63.95 

Cigarettes, sugar [refined] & 
rice [broken] 

Guinea 
3.108 17.42 -130.9 59.275 

Rice [milled], cigarettes & sugar 
[refined] 

Guinea 
Bissau  88.24 41 16.82 86.45 

Rice[milled], Beer of barley & 
oil of soybeans  

Liberia  
13.46 21.28 -10.66 64.05 

Rice [milled], oil of vegetables 
& Maize  

Mali  
46.82 16.78 112.08 98.8125 

Food preparations [NES], Dry 
whole cow milk & Tea  

Mauritania  9.28 59.68 -153.38 97.875 Sugar [raw centrifugal] & wheat  
Niger  

24.18 35.44 -67 99.7 
Rice [milled], oil of palm & 
sugar [refined] 

Nigeria  
2.58 13.664 -858.68 44.56 

Wheat, rice [milled] & oil of 
palm  

Senegal  
16.04 30.4 -319.66 98.5 

Rice [broken], wheat & oil of 
soybeans  

Sierra Leone  
36.18 51.58 -116.76 89.55 

Rice [milled], flour of wheat & 
food preparations [NES]  

Togo  35.88 15.1 31.36 95.425 Wheat, Cigarettes & Oil of palm  
 
Production of sugar within the region is mere 15% of total consumption. The failure 
of efforts to substitute coarse grains such as maize, millet and sorghum for wheat in 
commercial bread-making has pushed up the demand for wheat. Since, West African 
is not a major producer of wheat, there is need to formulate wheat import policy 
harmonisation across ECOWAS due to its food security ramifications. Such 
harmonisation will help to reduce cross-border rent-seeking behaviour among traders.  
 
On the other hand, the origins of the various food imports are shown in summary table 
5, below. 
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Summary Table 5: Agricultural imports and their origins 
 
Commodities  Imports Origins  
Cocoa Beans and  
Cocoa Butter 

Nil  

Palm produce [oil/kernel]  
Groundnuts [shell] Nil  
Cotton lint  China, USA, India and Pakistan 
Cotton seed  China, USA, India and Pakistan 
Fruits [pineapple, mango, 
etc] 

Nil  

Natural Rubber  Nil  
Cashew nuts  Nil  
Cassava  Nil  
Sesame seed  
Coffee [roasted] Uganda, Kenya, Columbia, Indonesia  
Rice  China, Bangladesh, Indonesia, India, Viet Nam and 

Thailand 
Cattle  Nil  
Sheep  European Union  
Goats  European Union 
Live bovine  European Union and North America  
Wheat  China, India, Bangladesh, Sudan and Pakistan 
Maize  Nil  
Yams  Nil  
 
Both summary tables 4 and 5 indicate that Asia is the dominant origin of rice and 
wheat imports of West Africa. Inter-Africa trade dominates coffee imports by West 
Africa countries. 
 
Food security goals of common agricultural policy are closely tied to the prospects of 
increased local production of key agricultural imports including vegetable oils (e.g. 
palm oil, groundnut). There is therefore large scope to expand production of palm oil, 
groundnut, sugar cane, rice and wheat in West Africa as an integral component of 
regional food security strategy under the ECOWAS common agricultural policy 
framework.  
 
3.3.3 Crop and Livestock Pests and Diseases 
 
The major pests and diseases of economic importance in Nigerian and West African 
agriculture are those that attack the common crops and livestock species of the two 
agro-ecologies. The major crops of economic importance in the Nigerian and West 
African agriculture are; cash crops: cocoa, natural rubber, oil palm, groundnut, cotton 
and cashew; food crops: cassava, maize, rice, sorghum, millet, soybeans, cowpea, and 
banana/ plantains; and livestock: cattle, pigs, and poultry. These crops and livestock 
species are attacked by a wide variety of pests and diseases both in the field and 
during storage. However, the pests and diseases of interest to us here are those whose 
vectors are trans-boundary (i.e. they easily move across agro-ecologies and countries 
without hindrance.) This movement is through various means such as air, land, 
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humans, goods, animals, transport equipment, etc. The associated vectors include 
insects, birds, rodents, other animals, humans, and domestic pets. Consequently the 
important trans-boundary pests and diseases in Nigerian and West African agriculture 
are the cocoa capsid bugs, mealy-bugs, palm weevils, leaf miners, palm beetle 
(Oryctes spp.), various Lepidopterous larvae and grasshoppers (Zonocerus spp.), scale 
insects, thrips, aphids, fruit-flies, spider mites, cotton bollworms, cotton stainers, 
jassids, whiteflies, black-pod diseases, black-spot diseases, die-backs, leaf spots, and 
bacterial blights (Taylor, 1977). Others include cassava mealybugs, maize streak 
virus, cassava mosaic virus, cassava green mite, and rice gall midge. IITA (1992) 
identified the African cassava mosaic virus (ACMV), Cassava bacterial blight (CBB) 
and Cassava mealybugs as the most important pests and diseases of cassava in sub-
Saharan Africa. For maize the important diseases are the maize streak virus, downy 
mildew, stem borers, and the parasitic weed, Striga. Over and above all these IITA 
(1992) acknowledged that locusts and grasshoppers pose the most severe challenges 
to biological control of pests and diseases in sub-Saharan Africa due to their 
migratory attitude, eating up of cultivated crops, and the fact that they themselves are 
vectors of other pests and diseases. 
 
The important livestock pests and diseases in the sub-region are those of cattle 
because of the transhumance nature of their production system. Cattle is constantly 
crossing national borders and spreading diseases. But this can be checked through 
well-coordinated regional campaigns and programmes. The major region-wide pests 
and diseases of cattle identified are Trypanosomiasis (whose vector is tse-tse fly), 
Babesia, Krichi, Foot and mouth Disease (FMD), Ticks, Contageous Bovine 
Pleuronemonia, and Black quarter disease. Concerted efforts are required by the 
governments in the region in the control of these pests and diseases. Co-operation in 
research, quarantine services, phytosanitary regulations, ecosystems monitoring and 
analysis for the detection of pest population build-ups, and the application of 
biological control measures are required. Border checking/control of animal health 
needs greater coordination and simplification across ECOWAS countries. Joint 
vaccination against contagious diseases is necessary to counter cross-border disease 
spillovers and expanded coverage. The international Institute of Tropical Agriculture 
(IITA) at Ibadan, Nigeria, already has considerable experience in the biological 
control of trans-boundary pests and diseases in sub-Saharan African that can be 
tapped from. 
 
Livestock Trade Situation 
 
Trading in livestock for ECOWAS sub-region is mainly intra with exception of few as 
presented in Annex 6b, table 45. According to Plunkett [2004] trade in food, farm, 
and fishery products in West Africa is often a bifurcated activity, with trade between 
West Africa and Europe and the U.S. a much different matter than trade across 
borders within West Africa.  He mentioned that one of the areas where the difference 
is greatest in the two types of trade relates to compliance with international norms and 
standards.  This suggests that ECOWAS products most times are non-compliant with 
international norms and standard.  
 
Livestock trade in ECOWAS sub-region is presented annex 6b, table 45 using values 
in $US. Nigeria imports sheep meat though in a little quantity from Asia, while Cape 
Verde, Cote d’ Ivoire, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Nigeria and Senegal import sheep 
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meat from European Union. Ghana is the only country that imports sheep meat from 
North America. The same applies to live bovine. In terms of export Senegal is the 
only ECOWAS country that exports sheep meat though their export is within the sub-
region. Burkina Faso and Mali import live bovine from Asia while Mali and Nigeria 
import from the European Union. Mali is the only ECOWAS country that imports live 
bovine from North America. On the reflex, Guinea, Burkina Faso and Mali export to 
other countries within the sub-region while Guinea exports to European Union. 
 

3.4 Intermediating Institutions/ Institutional Dimensions of 

Nigerian Agriculture in the ECOWAS region. 

 
This section identifies the institutional interface between Nigerian agriculture and 
agriculture in the West African region. The essence here is to determine the Nigerian 
institutions with a regional mandate, regional intermediating institutions serving 
Nigerian agriculture and related sectors, and inter-governmental institutions or 
institutions of the Nigerian civil society and the private sector with a regional 
orientation. The defining characteristics for these category of institutions is that they 
are located in Nigeria and serving Nigerian and regional agriculture or may be located 
in the region but with considerable presence and activity in Nigerian agriculture and 
related sectors. The essence of this examination is to highlight existing institutional 
bases for co-operation and integration, as well as potential areas of institutional need 
for the realization of the CAP initiative. 
 
From the perspective of Nigeria, the relevant intermediating institutions can be 
divided in to three groups namely: governmental institutions, intergovernmental 
institutions, and non-governmental institutions.  

 
3.4.1 Governmental institutions: These are those institutions or agencies set-up 
directly by the Nigerian government but with some of its mandate activities of a 
regional nature. They include the Nigerian Plant Quarantine Station, National 
Veterinary Research Institute, Veterinary Drugs Manufacturing Institute, Projects 
Coordinating Unit (PCU), and the Central Bank of Nigeria. 
 
3.4.2 Nigerian Quarantine Station: The plant quarantine service of the Federal 
government of Nigeria ensures that only clean, certified disease-free and pest-free 
planting materials enter the country in accordance with the Agriculture (Control of 
Import) Act. Nigeria’s plant quarantine service is maintained as a regional quarantine 
station to protect the ECOWAS sub-region, under an agreement with the erstwhile 
Organization of African Unity (now African Union, AU) (FMARD, 1988). 
Consequently, Nigeria’s plant quarantine station also serves the entire West African 
region. Some technical services of the station that require high financial input like 
fumigation, chemical treatments, glasshouse quarantine processing, laboratory seed 
health testing, etc., attract moderate charges as approved by the government. 
 
3.4.3 National Veterinary Research Institute: This institute is located at Vom, 
near Jos, in Plateau State, Nigeria. It is the premier institution for animal vaccine 
production in the West African region. The objective for its establishment is to raise 
the level of vaccine production in Nigeria to a self-sufficiency status, as well as to 
supply the entire West African Subregion (FRN, 2002). This institute is managed as 
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part of the research institutes under the National Agricultural Research System 
(NARS) of Nigeria. 
 
3.4.4 Veterinary Drug Manufacturing Institute . This institute was envisaged in 
the New policy Thrust of the Federal government (FRN, 2002), as a veterinary drug 
manufacturing out-fit with the capacity to meet the needs of the West African region. 
The objective is to boost livestock production through enhancing animal health. The 
institute is to be established within two years in partnership with the private sector. It 
is expected that the establishment of the institute is under way or has been completed. 
 
3.4.5 Central Bank of Nigeria. The central Bank of Nigeria is the apex financial 
institution in the country that regulates the practice of banking in Nigeria. It is a 
wholly federal government –owned institution, and acts as the lender of the last resort 
in its supervisory and regulatory roles over the financial system of the country. The 
central bank represents the country in regional and international banking 
arrangements and transactions. It manages the foreign exchange system of the 
country. All payments for imports, exports, and foreign exchange transactions are 
regulated by the central bank. It was a key promoter and participant in the process 
leading to the establishment of the West African Clearing House (WACH). It 
manages the schemes for Agricultural and Export financing which are canalized 
through the commercial, merchant and development banks. 

 
3.4.6 Projects Coordinating Unit (PCU). The Projects Coordinating Unit (PCU) is 
a unit under the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (FMARD) in 
Nigeria, responsible for developing, implementing, and managing multi-sectoral, 
bilateral, and multilateral project interventions for agricultural development in the 
country. It also supervises the Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs) of the 
various state governments, and arranges for international project lending and donor 
assistance to Nigerian agriculture through carefully designed development 
interventions which specifies the responsibilities of each tier of government. 
Consequently all World bank, Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), African 
Development Bank (ADB), International Fund for Agriculture (IFAD), United 
Nations Development Program (UNDP) funding support to agriculture and the 
assistance of other international agencies are canalized through the PCU. The PCU 
also facilitates smallholder assistance project activities including extension delivery, 
training and technical support, data collection, and the transfer of technology to 
farmers in the country. 

 
3.4.7 Inter-governmental institutions. These are bilateral or multi-lateral 
institutions or agencies set-up by common agreements of governmental bodies and 
donor agencies in the West African regions, and provides services to some or all 
member countries of the region. A key feature of these institutions is that their 
secretariats are located in the region although they are not ECOWAS institutions (i.e. 
they are not set-up by the authority of heads of State and governments of ECOWAS). 
Examples of this category of institutions are the International Institute of Tropical 
Agriculture, West African Rice Development Association, River Niger Commission, 
Lake Chad Basin Commission, and the West African Clearing House. 
 
3.4.8 International Institute of Tropical Agricultu re (IITA). The international 
institute of Tropical Agriculture is an international agricultural research institute 
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located at Ibadan, Nigeria. It’s goal is to increase the productivity of key food crops 
and to develop sustainable agricultural systems for the humid and sub-humid tropics 
(IITA, 1992). The crop improvement programs focus on cassava, maize, plantains, 
cowpea, soybeans, and yam; and the research findings are shared through 
international co-operation programs including training, information, and germ-plasm 
exchange activities. IITA was founded in 1967. At inception, the Federal government 
of Nigeria provided a land grant of 1000 hectares at Ibadan for its headquarters and 
experimental farm site, and the Rockefeller and Ford foundations provided financial 
support. IITA is governed by an International Board of Trustees. The Staff includes 
around 180 scientists and professionals from about 40 countries, who work at the 
Ibadan campus and selected out-stations in many countries of sub-Saharan Africa. 
IITA is part of a network of non-profit international agricultural research centers 
currently supported by the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research 
(CGIAR). The CGIAR is an informal association of about 50 countries, international 
and regional organizations, and private foundations with the World Bank, Food and 
Agricultural Organization (FAO) and the United Nations Development Program 
(UNDP) as co-sponsors. In West Africa and outside Nigeria, IITA has out-stations in 
Benin Republic, and Cote d’Ivoire. 

 
 

3.4.9 West African Rice Development Association (WARDA). The West African 
Rice Development Association (WARDA) is an international agricultural research 
institution with the mandate for regional research on rice and the development of 
sustainable farming systems for this crop in the agro-ecologies of the West African 
region. It is located at Bouarke, Cote d’Ivoire, as one of the international research 
centers under the CGIAR. WARDA is strictly-speaking, not a Nigerian institution, but 
its researchers actively collaborate with the Nigerian Agricultural Research System 
because rice is an important small-holder crop in Nigeria. 
Recently, the institute developed a framework for research partnership based on the 
understanding that the rice producing environments of West Africa are too varied, the 
production constraints too many and complex, and her resources too small for the 
Association to have significant impact working alone. WARDA requires the 
contributions of scientists in national programs, in sister CGIAR centers, and from 
advanced research institutions in developed countries. To ensure efficiency and to 
avoid duplication, these diverse resources need to be combined in a coherent and 
complementary regional research program. It is with this objective that WARDA 
developed the character of an Open Center, meaning that WARDA provides a 
permanent institutional framework within which to attract, focus and facilitate the 
efforts of a range of collaborators working together in partnership. The unifying factor 
is that all partners contribute to solving priority regional problems. While WARDA 
generally serves as catalyst to identify the priority themes and partners for 
collaborative research, research leadership in any given area is determined on the 
basis of institutional comparative advantage. This collaborative disposition is germane 
to the integration of agricultural research in the region and should be exploited by the 
ECOWAS CAP. Key dimensions of this initiative include: 
 
(a) Partnership with National Agricultural Research Systems. The goal of 
WARDA's partnership with NARS is to achieve the most cost-effective means of 
generating and transferring new rice technologies within the region as a whole. 
WARDA views the regional rice science infrastructure as an integrated and 



 

 

69

interdependent system. Because agroecological environments cut across political 
boundaries, technologies generated in any single location are generally transferable to 
far broader areas. The objectives of WARDA's partnership with NARS is to achieve a 
more complementary and efficient sharing of research tasks by allocating 
responsibilities on the basis of comparative advantage, and to maximize research 
spillover between NARS and WARDA, and between NARS themselves.  
 
To meet these objectives, responsibility for planning and execution of collaborative 
research is assigned to a set of regional Task Forces. Task Forces are composed of all 
NARS rice scientists who are working on closely related thematic problems in similar 
environments. Nine Task Forces are active: (1) Mangrove Swamp Rice Improvement; 
(2) Upland Rice Improvement; (3) Lowland Rainfed Rice Improvement; (4) Sahel 
Resource Management; (5) Integrated Pest Management; (6) Problem Soils in the 
Continuum; (7) Economics of Rice Systems; (8) Rice-Based Cropping Systems; and 
(9) Irrigated Rice Improvement. 
 
(b) Partnership with Advanced Research Institutions. Many institutions in the 
global research community have strengths in specialized areas that are highly 
complementary to WARDA and NARS programs. WARDA proactively identifies and 
mobilizes these potential partners through collaborative research projects that focus 
on priority problems. In some instances, research is conducted within the partner 
institution. Alternatively, partner institutions outpost a collaborating scientist to 
WARDA where the scientist becomes a full member of WARDA project teams. 
An illustrative list of partner institutions with which WARDA is currently 
collaborating includes: IRRI (Philippines), CIAT (Colombia), International Institute 
of Tropical Agriculture (IITA, Nigeria), Commonwealth Agricultural Bureau 
International (UK), International Institute for Biocontrol (UK), Natural Resources 
Institute (UK), International Institute of Parasitology (UK), Centre de coopération 
internationale en recherche agronomique pour le développement (CIRAD, France), 
Institut français de recherche scientifique pour le développement en coopération 
(ORSTOM, France), Agricultural University of Wageningen (Netherlands), Winand 
Staring Center (Netherlands), Hamburg University (Germany), Giessen University 
(Germany), Hanover University (Germany), Purdue University (USA), Sainsbury 
Laboratories (UK), International Laboratory for Tropical Agricultural Biotechnology 
(USA), Danish Government Institute for Seed Pathology (Denmark), Danish Bilharzia 
Laboratory (Denmark), and the World Health Organization (WHO, Switzerland).  
 
(c) Inland Valley Consortium. As part of a broader ecoregional initiative for the 
humid and subhumid tropics of Africa, WARDA hosts a research consortium of a 
number of countries in the region (Benin, Côte d'Ivoire, Ghana, Guinea, Mali, 
Nigeria, and Sierra Leone) and international research institutes (CIRAD, IITA, 
Agricultural University of Wageningen, and the Winand Staring Center). The 
consortium aims to enhance cooperation and complementarity among research and 
development institutions working with the common goal of intensifying the 
cultivation of inland valleys in a sustainable and environmentally friendly manner. 
Consortium members work together to characterize the constraints and technical 
needs for inland valley development, develop improved low-cost water management 
systems, and test component agronomic technologies. Each of these activities is 
conducted in key sites selected as being representative of broader domains in West 
Africa. 
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(d) Human Health Consortium. The introduction of rice production in irrigated 
and inland valley ecosystems can increase vector populations for malaria and 
schistosomiasis. However, there is poor understanding of how specific 
epidemiological, agroecological and socioeconomic factors determine the vector 
build-up, transmission, and morbidity among rice farmers and their families. With 
assistance from both regional and international partners, WARDA has launched a 
two-phase research program to determine the impact of rice cultivation on human 
health and to develop malaria and schistosomiasis control measures associated with 
rice cultivation. In the first phase of the program, researchers are working with 
farmers at key sites in Côte d'Ivoire and Mali to determine how water control, rice 
crop management and sociocultural patterns affect malaria and schistosomiasis 
morbidity. The second phase of the program will aim to develop and test prototype 
control measures. WARDA is collaborating with specialists from WHO, ORSTOM, 
the Danish Bilharzia Institute, and national health research institutions in both Côte 
d'Ivoire and Mali.  

 
3.4.10 The River Niger Commission. The Niger river, which is more than 4000km 
long forms a very extensive basin spreading over nine countries including Benin, 
Cameroon, Chad, Guinea, Cote d’Ivoire, Niger, Mali, Nigeria, and Upper volta. A 
conference of these states with the exception of Mali and Cameroon, was held in 
February, and October, 1963 in Niamey. Thereafter all the nine states including 
Cameroon and Mali signed an Act concerning navigation and economic co-operation 
among the states (Ezenwe, 1983). Consequently, the commission came into existence 
as an inter-governmental organization with the aim of promoting, encouraging, and 
coordinating studies and programs related to the development of the Niger basin. 
Thus, the Commission’s functions are to maintain liaison between member-states to 
ensure the most effective use of waters and resources of the Niger basin; evaluate and 
disseminate data on the basin; examine projects prepared by member states, and to 
recommend to governments plans for studies for the judicious utilization and 
development of basin resources; and to draw up general regulations for the 
implementation of the principles set forth in the Act of Niamey. The commission 
meets at least once a year with representations from member-countries. The 
secretariat of the commission is located at Niamey, Niger Republic. The achievements 
of the river Niger Commission, so far, have been modest. 

 
3.4.11 Lake Chad Basin Commission. The Lake Chad basin commission came into 
legal existence on 22 May, 1964 following the signing of the treaty establishing it by 
the heads of State of Chad, Nigeria, Niger, and Cameroon in N’Djamena, Chad, 
which is also the headquarters (Ezenwe, 1983). The Chad basin covers an area of 
about 550,000 square kilometers. The functions of the commission are to collect, 
evaluate and disseminate information on proposals made by the contracting member 
states; recommend plans for common projects and joint research programs; maintain 
liaison with member-states regarding the more effective use of the water resources; 
draw up common rules for navigation; as well as the settlement of disputes among 
members. The instruments for accomplishing these are the Commission itself and the 
Administrative Secretariat. The commission consists of equal representation of 
member states, and meets twice a year (Ezenwe, 1983). In order to assist in the 
realization of its objectives the commission established a Development Fund to 
finance the planning, preparation and implementation of development projects, and 
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the repayment of loans contracted by it. The resources of the fund are derived from 
annual financial contributions of members. The commission established an 
agricultural development center in each member-country. By 1983 Nigeria had spent 
about US $ 48.6million on its own Lake Chad sprinkler irrigation Scheme in an 
attempt to irrigate some 50, 0000 hectares for the growth of wheat, maize, tomatoes, 
sugar cane and groundnut. Since inception the commission has sponsored a number of 
studies related to the development of agriculture, irrigation, fishing, and transport in 
the region surrounding the lake. The commission has established a telecommunication 
system linking important towns in member-countries notably N’Djamena, Maiduguri, 
Fotocol, and Fort Foureau. 
 
3.4.12 West African Clearing House (WACH). A meeting of the West African 
Central Banks in Accra, Ghana, 2-3 May, 1974, approved a draft clearing agreement. 
The comments on this draft lead to the revision and signing of the definitive 
agreement in March, 1975 in Lagos by the governors of the central Banks of The 
Gambia, Ghana, Liberia, Mali, Nigeria, and Sierra-Leone and by the Central Bank of 
the West African States (Benin, Cote d’Ivoire, Niger, Senegal, Togo, and Upper 
Volta) (Ezenwe, 1983). Following this ratification agreement, the West African 
Clearing House came into existence on 25 June, 1975 and started operations on 1 
July, 1976.  The objectives of the Clearing House are to promote the use of member’s 
currencies in intra-regional trade and other transactions, bring about economies in the 
use of member’s foreign reserves, encourage members to liberalize trade among them, 
and promote monetary co-operation and transactions. 
 
The Clearing House was established in conformity with the provisions of article 8 of 
ECOWAS treaty. All transactions carried out through it are expressed in West African 
Units of Account into which the contracting parties guaranteed the conversion of their 
currencies. At present, the scope of transactions handled by the Clearing House is too 
small to have any appreciable impact on the existing pattern and volume of West 
African trade. 

 
3.4.13 Non-governmental Organizations. The Non-governmental Organizations 
(NGOs) include a wide array of non-governmental institutions of civil society and the 
private sector in Nigerian agriculture but also with regional activities in the West 
African region. They are mostly research and advocacy organizations. It is difficult to 
provide a comprehensive listing of these institutions because their numbers are 
increasing by the day as they are formed to advance certain issues including those 
concerning the environment, specific government policies, poverty, gender, 
technology, empowerment, popular participation, nutrition, etc. The Manufacturers 
Association of Nigeria (MAN), Nigerian Chamber of Commerce, Industry, Mines and 
Agriculture, etc., are useful examples. These organizations should have regional 
affiliates; and where none exists the regional integration initiative will facilitate their 
establishment as highlighted in ECOWAS (2001). 
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3.5 Regional Elements/Content of Nigerian Agricultural 

Policies. 

 
3.5.1 Evolution of Agricultural Policy and Guiding Philosophy 
 
In general, the evolution of agricultural policies in Nigeria can be divided largely into 
three eras or phases (Olayemi, 1995). The first phase is the pre-1970 era. During this 
phase, government philosophy of agricultural development was characterized by 
minimum direct government intervention in agriculture. As noted by Olayemi (1995) 
government attitude to agriculture during this era was relaxed with the private sector 
particularly the millions of small-scale farmers bearing the brunt of agricultural 
development efforts. Government’s policies then were generally supportive of the 
activities of small-scale farmers, and largely took the form of setting policies and 
creating institutions for agricultural research, extension, export crops marketing and 
pricing. There was a climate of low visibility of government in agricultural 
development efforts ostensibly arising from the then prevailing conception of 
agriculture as a residual sector from which surplus labor could be withdrawn to 
support the development of a growing modern capitalist sector (Lewis, 1954). 
 
The second era is the period spanning the post-civil war years to the era of economic 
adjustment, that is, the period 1971 - 1984. This era witnessed a fundamental change 
in the philosophy of government towards agricultural development from one of 
minimum intervention, to that of active intervention and programming. This change in 
policy framework was necessitated by the need to arrest the declining performance of 
agriculture, especially in the export sector by the early 1970s. Following the usual 
government’s penchant for quick results, it was felt that the worrisome decline in 
agricultural performance could quickly be redressed by direct and active government 
involvement in policies, programs, projects, and even production activities in the 
sector. The oil boom which occurred during this period helped to reinforce and foster 
this disposition of government, hence this era witnessed what Olayemi (1995) called 
an ‘unprecedented deluge of agricultural policies, programs, projects, and institutions’ 
(p.43). However, during the early 1980, and as is usual with direct interventionist 
strategies, the ineffectiveness of government active involvement and policies in the 
agricultural sector began to manifest. These were compounded by economy-wide 
distortions in various sectors of the economy, necessitating demand management 
measures such as the enactment of the Economic Stabilization Act in 1982, foreign 
exchange control measures, and the fifteen-month Economic emergency declared in 
1985. These dovetailed into the third era, the post-1984 era, popularly called the 
structural adjustment (SAP) era, which spanned the period from 1985 to the present 
time.  
 
The structural adjustment program comprised of a mix of demand side policies, 
supply side policies, and other measures designed to remove the structural distortions 
and imbalances in the economy to improve competitiveness and growth (Koester, 
Schafer and Valdes, 1989). The primary role of agriculture in the economy requires 
that the achievement of the objectives of SAP depend critically on the agriculture 
sector. Thus, it can be said with a considerable degree of confidence, that the 
structural adjustment program was essentially an agricultural adjustment process. 
From this perspective and consistent with Olayemi (1995) it can said that the 
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economic philosophy driving the structural adjustment in the agriculture sector are the 
key principles that: 

(i) agriculture is essentially a private-sector activity, and the role of 
government must largely be facilitating and supportive of private-sector 
initiative; 

(ii)  the agricultural economy should be as free of government administrative 
control as possible, as market forces are allowed to play a leading role in 
directing the economy and resource allocation; 

(iii)  the agricultural economy should be more inward-looking and self-reliant 
by depending more on local resources, and at the same time ensuring self-
sufficiency in food production and the supply of raw-materials to 
industries; 

(iv) the agricultural economy should serve as the primary avenue for the 
diversification of the export base of the economy. 

(v) the agricultural economy should provide the take-off and serve as the 
engine room for growth and development in the economy. 

 
These expectations formed the philosophical basis for the first-ever agricultural policy 
document for the country in 1988. The document, Agricultural Policy for Nigeria, 
released by the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (FMARD, 
1988), itemized seven broad agricultural policy objectives along with their 
accompanying strategies for realization. In addition, macro-policy objectives and 
strategies were set in the areas of pricing, trade, exchange rate, and agricultural land-
use. Specific sub-sectoral policies were also set in the areas of food production, 
industrial crops production, forest products and wildlife, and support institutions and 
services including research, extension, credit, water resources development, rural 
infrastructure, and mechanization. The roles and responsibilities of the various tiers of 
government were also specified in the policy document. This policy was in operation 
for a period of 15 years, that is, from 1988 to 2002. In March 2002, while the 
agricultural policy was being reviewed, the federal government released a document 
entitled The New Policy Thrust for Agriculture, (FRN, 2002). This new policy thrust 
primarily centred on allowing the private sector and market forces to dictate the pace 
of development in the agriculture sector, while governments at all levels are restricted 
to facilitating roles, support services, and providing the enabling environments for 
agricultural growth. In summary, it can be said that the underlying philosophy of 
Nigerian agricultural policy is the encouragement of a private sector-led growth and 
the reliance on market forces to promote competitiveness and development. In this 
regard, the private sector is expected to be the main machinery for the realization of 
the objectives of agricultural policies in Nigeria. 
 
3.5.2 Agricultural Policies with Regional and International Dimensions 
 
An agricultural policy statement usually consists of the objectives, the strategies for 
their realization, and the operational targets for measuring performance (Oji, 2002).  
The Agricultural Policy for Nigeria (FMARD, 1988), The New Policy Thrust on 
Agriculture (FRN,2002), and The National Policy on Integrated Rural Development 
(FMARD, 2001), and the National Economic Empowerment and Development 
Strategy (NEEDS) (NPC, 2004) identified the ultimate goal of Nigerian Agricultural 
Policy as the attainment of self-sustaining growth in all the sub-sectors of agriculture 
as well as the realization of the structural transformations necessary for the overall 
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socio-economic development of the rural areas. This broad goal was accompanied by 
a litany of subsidiary and sector-wide objectives and strategies of which the following 
have regional (and international) dimensions. 
 
 Objectives. 
  
These are the provisions that Nigeria’s agricultural policy will seek to: 

(i) encourage increased production and processing of export crops with a 
view to increasing their foreign exchange earning capacity and further 
diversifying the country’s export base and sources of foreign 
exchange; 

(ii)  ensure that the prices of Nigerian agricultural commodities are 
competitive in the world market, and to that extent, promote 
agricultural exports; 

(iii)  promote agricultural exports both as a way of diversifying the 
country’s export trade and as a means of boosting growth and 
development of the agricultural sector; 

(iv) internalize the growth process in agriculture by discouraging 
importation and encouraging local production of all food and raw 
materials which the country has resources to produce; 

(v) co-operate with other countries in forestry development; 
(vi) take full advantage of the special and strategic nature of border areas to 

create and develop centers of trade, industry, and the promotion of 
exports and economic co-operation with neighbouring countries. 

 
Strategies. 
 
In order to attain the above objectives the following strategies are adopted. They 
include the: 
(i) achievement of realistic exchange rates for the national currency, the naira, as 

a basis for ensuring favourable price regimes for Nigerian agricultural 
products in the international market; 

(ii)  liberalization of trade as a way of minimizing governments administrative 
control of Nigeria’s external trade, and the promotion of competitive 
international trade; 

(iii)  encouragement  of private-sector-led export promotion and export drive in 
Nigerian agriculture through: 
(a) providing incentives for the production and exportation of those 

agricultural commodities that Nigeria has comparative advantage in 
production; 

(b) discouraging the rampant practice of commodity smuggling and illegal 
trade across Nigeria’s borders by establishing border markets and utilizing 
the domiciliary foreign exchange account system to promote legal trading 
across the borders as a substitute to smuggling and harmful informal 
transborder trade. 

(iv) Use of appropriate tariff regulations to promote agricultural exports and 
discourage non-essential imports, as well as the promotion of local sourcing of 
raw-materials. 

(v) With respect to plant quarantine and gene-banking, the strategy is that 
government will continue to ensure that only clean, disease-, weed-, and pest-
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free planting materials enter the country in accordance with the Agricultural 
(Control of Importation) Act of the country. Government will continue to 
honour its international obligations by maintaining the Plant Quarantine 
Service (of the country) as a regional Quarantine Station to protect the West 
African region as requested by the organization of African Unity (OAU), now 
African Union (AU). 

(vi) Alleviation of animal health problems within the country through the 
encouragement of international and regional participation by governmental 
and relevant agencies in animal health disease control. 

(vii)  Provision of information on overseas market requirements and prices to 
entrepreneurs especially to fish and fish product exporters. 

(viii)  Provision of an appropriate framework for marketing research and the 
dissemination of market information concerning all agricultural products. 

(ix) Government will constantly monitor all natural agricultural pests and diseases 
whose occurrence cuts across states and international boundaries such that an 
early warning system draws attention to any build-up. 

(x) Government will enter into agreements with neighbouring countries to control 
and maintain good pests and diseases surveillance along the common borders; 
and to seek international assistance or mutual co-operation with the objective 
of controlling trans-boundary pests of economic importance. 

(xi) Government will ensure the continued and more effective existence of the 
Lake Chad Basin Commission and the Niger Basin Authority for regional co-
operation in water resources development and harnessing. 

 
3.6 Nigeria’s Strategic Objectives and Priorities for Regional 

Agricultural Policy.  

 
Nigeria’s agricultural policy is anchored on the need facilitate the performance of the 
developmental roles of the agricultural sector in the context of a growing economy. 
Poverty reduction emphasizes economic diversification and human capital 
development, agricultural competitiveness, and the stimulation of domestic market 
inter-linkages. Although in a general way a harmonized agricultural policy with the 
region is expected to contribute to the performance of these roles, Nigeria’s strategic 
priorities will be for regional agricultural policy to assist her more in the areas of 
earning of foreign exchange, growth of the domestic agribusiness sector, agricultural 
competitiveness, the regulation of trans-border agricultural trade, and the 
intensification and facilitation of intra-regional trade in agricultural commodities and 
inputs. Consequently, Nigeria’s strategic objectives in entering a common agricultural 
policy for the ECOWAS region should be to: 
 
A. Ensure the harmonization of tariffs so as to protect the country, and indeed the 

region, from the dumping of sub-standard commodities in the country thereby 
undermining incentives for production in the local industry and agriculture; 

B. Promote common commodity marketing arrangements including institutional and 
pricing agreements, so as to protect farmers’ revenue, and enhance export 
earnings from crops and products in the region. 

C. Provide a common platform for bi-lateral and multi-lateral agricultural trade 
negotiations with non-members of the region. This arrangement is expected to 
enhance the negotiating power of individual countries in the region, as well as to 



 

 

76

present a common regional position on the treatment of agricultural products from 
the region during WTO negotiations. 

D. Provide a basis for benefiting from common infrastructure services such as 
irrigation water management, hydroelectric power generation and distribution, 
market information services, etc. 

E. Enhance the visibility of Nigerian agriculture (through regional agriculture) as a 
basis for influencing the setting of research agendas of international research 
institutes, donor agencies, and the Consultative Group on International 
Agricultural Research (CGIAR) system. 

F. Provide a common framework for tackling the problem of informal transborder 
trade in agricultural products and smuggling with its associated loss of revenue by 
affected member countries; 

G. Provide a framework for research collaboration, networking, and monitoring of 
regional agricultural research to enhance relevance and applicability. Priority 
research areas should include regional market development (market infrastructure, 
market information system, etc), trans-boundary pests, informal agricultural trade 
in border communities, regional commodity price stabilization instruments, and 
biotechnology in regional agriculture. 

H. Improvement of market access to the developed world markets for agricultural 
products by leveraging on a common platform for negotiations and action. This 
objective is consistent with NEPAD principles of promoting partnership in 
accessing developed countries’ markets. 

I. Exploiting the advantages of a regional common market to increase the volume 
and value of agricultural production and exports of processed and semi-processed 
products thereby encouraging the growth of the domestic agribusiness sector. 

J. Attracting greater foreign capital inflows into Nigerian agriculture through joint 
venture projects, establishment of common marketing infrastructures and 
processing facilities in the country to serve the region, and attracting more private 
sector operators and multinational enterprises to take advantage of her agricultural 
raw-material endowments. 

K. Increased co-operation with UEMOA countries as a basis for exploring the French 
market and wine industry. 

L. Facilitate and intensify intra-regional trade in agricultural products and inputs 
produced by member countries. 

 
3.7 Regional Integration Context of ECOWAS Common 

Agricultural Policy 

 
3.7.1 Issues, Dimension and Challenges. 
 
In May 1975, the treaty of Lagos establishing the Economic Community of West 
African States (ECOWAS) was signed with the objective of promoting trade, co-
operation, and self-reliance among the co-operating 15 states in West Africa.  The 
strategic aim of ECOWAS is to promote co-operation and development in economic, 
social, and cultural activity particularly in fields where she has raised specialized 
technical commissions, and to raise the living standards of member countries, increase 
and maintain economic stability, improve diplomatic relations, and contribute to the 
general progress and development of the African continent (Europa Publications, 
2001). In efforts to achieve these objectives, part of the guiding strategy of ECOWAS 
is her commitment to the abolition of all obstacles to the free movement of persons, 
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services, and capital within the region; and the harmonization  of agricultural policies, 
promotion of common projects in marketing, research, and agro-based industries, as 
well as joint development of economic and industrial policies, and common monetary 
policies. These activities are intended to strengthen regional economic integration and 
ultimately the creation of a regional common market, thereby eliminating trade and 
tariff disparities. The ECOWAS treaty provides for compensation of member states 
whose import duties are reduced through trade liberalization, as well as safeguard 
measures in favor of countries affected by economic disturbances occasioned by the 
application of the treaty. 
 
Slow progress towards realizing many of ECOWAS’ objectives were attributed to 
several factors including member governments’ lack of commitment as shown by 
their reluctance to implement agreed policies at the national level, their failure to 
contribute agreed financial resources, and the absence of  national links with the 
secretariat; high cost of compensating loss of customs revenue; and the existence of 
several other intergovernmental organizations in the region, particularly the Union 
economique et monetaire ouest africaine (UEMOA). UEMOA is the monetary union 
of the francophone member countries in the ECOWAS region. 
 
Owing to problems encountered in the implementation and management of ECOWAS 
treaties, and in the light of the current wind of globalization and co-operation blowing 
throughout the world a revised ECOWAS treaty was drawn up by an ECOWAS 
Committee of Eminent Persons in 1991/92, and signed at an ECOWAS summit 
conference in Cotonou, Benin Republic, in July, 1993. This treaty marked the 
watershed in the development of the modern ECOWAS by providing the framework 
for the deepening of economic and political co-operation and integration among the 
member states. The treaty designates the achievement of a common market and a 
single currency as the overarching economic objectives; while in the political sphere it 
provides for the establishment of a West African Parliament, an Economic and Social 
Council, and an ECOWAS Court of Justice, to replace the existing Tribunals, and 
enforce community decisions. 
 
The creation of a common market is premised on the need to stimulate and promote 
the free flow of trade and economic activities within the community. This will help to 
promote and foster regional comparative advantages in specialization and hence a 
more efficient allocation of resources in the region. Even the founding ECOWAS 
treaty envisaged the elimination of tariffs and other obstructions to trade among 
member states, hence the establishment of a Common External Tariff (CET) was 
planned over a transitional period of 15 years, from 1975 (Europa Publications, 2001). 
As part of this strategy, at the 1978 conference of Heads of State and Governments, it 
was agreed that with effect from May 1979, no member state might increase its 
customs tariff on goods from another member. This was agreed as the first step 
towards the abolition of customs duties within the community. During the first two 
years, import duties on intra-community trade were to be maintained and 
subsequently eliminated in phases over the next eight years. Similar treatments were 
to be applied to quotas and other restrictions of equivalent effect within the 
community. In keeping with these objectives and to promote regional self-sufficiency 
by the year 2000, an Agricultural Development Strategy was adopted by member 
states in 1982. At the early stage, the strategy included plans for selecting seeds and 
cattle species, as well as solidarity among member states during international 
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commodity negotiations. However, owing to developments in the international 
community coupled with the fundamentality of agriculture in the economies in the 
West African region, the ECOWAS ministers of Agriculture in February 2001, 
adopted action plan for the formulation of a Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), as 
envisaged under the revised treaty. 
 
Given the volume of trade in agricultural exports and inputs in the region the CAP 
framework will require the harmonization of tariff and trade policies. An important 
roadblock to tariff harmonization within ECOWAS is the existence of the 8 UEMOA 
countries with simplified CET of four tariff bands (0, 5, 10, 20). For Nigeria whose 
current tariff structure features a range of 0--100%, with 19 tariff bands, harmonizing 
to lower tariffs in consonance with the UEMOA under World Trade Organization 
(WTO) rules will lead to significant loss in government revenue (Soludo, Oji, and 
Agu, 2003). This loss has been estimated at 2.9 percent of government revenue. 
Consequently, harmonizing Nigeria’s tariffs to the UEMOA rates with four bands 
under an ECOWAS CET can be challenging for a country that depends on tariffs for 
about 12 percent of government revenue. This is against the background of a growing 
public ‘consensus’ among policy-makers, industrialists, and the organized private 
sector (OPS) that even the existing tariff structure is ‘low’ and leads to dumping and 
other unfavorable trade practices that are largely to blame for the comatose state of 
the domestic economy. However, it is perhaps being increasingly recognized in policy 
circles that the overall success of ECOWAS CET and even the customs union 
depends critically on what happens in Nigeria- a country that constitutes over 
50percent of the region’s GDP, population, and cultivable land area. Thus it could be 
seen that Nigeria’s possible participation in ECOWAS CET under CAP, is laden with 
a number of  threats, challenges, and perhaps opportunities and promises, as well. One 
study (Soludo, Oji, and Agu, 2003) notes that despite the threats and challenges 
ahead, Nigeria needs the ECOWAS CET for several reasons including: 

(a) the increased policy harmonization which the CET entails as a way to lock-in 
reforms; 

(b) ECOWAS CET provides a learning ground and practice for the eventual 
Economic Partnership arrangements with the European Union after 2007; as 
well as for the operations of the New Partnership for African Development 
(NEPAD); 

(c) In Nigeria, there is a window of opportunity for government, as the organised 
Private Sector (OPS) supports the adoption of UEMOA tariffs (within the 
ECOWAS) on imports of raw-materials and capital goods which constitute 
about 60 percent of total imports. 

 
The emerging issues and challenges are daunting and indicate the need for major 
stakeholders and key constituencies to be brought on board in the harmonization 
process, and the design of the CAP framework. The integration story is not always 
laden with of fears, uncertainties, and mixed success. The recently created ECOWAS 
passport to facilitate the free movement of persons within the region has been held up 
as a model by participants in a conference on regional integration organized by the 
Economic Commission for Africa (ECA) held at Addis Ababa, Ethiopia (ECA, 2002). 
This singular act, itself, has trade policy implications for a CAP in the region given 
that agriculture is the mainstay of the economies in the region. 
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3.7.2 Regional Integration Objectives. 
 
Following from the foregoing, the under-listed integration objectives have been 
identified. They are to: 

(i) Strengthen the bargaining position of West Africa by adopting a common 
position at major international negotiations (eg. including those on trade, 
commodities, environment, aids, etc.). In this regard there is need for a 
standing committee of experts in the region for each of the negotiations. 

(ii)  Provide a framework for the tackling of cross-border transhumance in 
livestock which has over the years been a source of concern to many 
countries in the region (see: ECOWAS, 2001). 

(iii)  Encourage the institution of a regional platform and mechanism for the 
control of trans-boundary pests and diseases of crops and livestock in the 
region. 

(iv) Build competitiveness and grow the private sector in the agriculture of the 
region by encouraging and facilitating intra-regional trade in agricultural 
inputs, products, and services. 

(v) Develop common and coordinated famine and drought mitigation 
strategies and responses for the agro-ecologies of the region. 

(vi) Encourage economic diversification by member countries through 
agricultural growth, which has the comparative advantage of domestic 
resource intensity.  
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Section 4 

 
TRADE POLICY ISSUES IN RELATION TO COMMON 

AGRICULTURAL POLICY FRAMEWORK 

 

 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The Economic Community of the West African States (ECOWAS) comprising 16 
countries of the West African sub region was established in 1975 to promote the 
integration and the economic development of member states. There are 16 countries 
namely: the Cape Verde, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Liberia, Nigeria, the Sierra Leone, 
Mauritania, and the 8 countries of the UEMOA- Benin, Burkina, Ivory Coast, Guinea 
Bissau, Mali, Niger, Senegal and Togo. The ECOWAS Treaty of May 28, 1975 
envisions the following:  

a) Eliminate, between member states, custom duties and other charges of 
equivalent effects on imports and exports:  

b) Eliminate quantitative and administrative restrictions on trade among 
members:  

c) Establish a common tariff structure and commercial policy towards 
non-member countries:  

d) Eliminate obstacles restricting the free movement of persons, services 
and capital between member states:  

e) Harmonize agricultural policies and promote common projects in the 
member states notably in the fields of marketing, research and agro-
industrial enterprises:  

f) Evolve a common policy in, and jointly develop, the transport, 
communication, energy and other infrastructural facilities:  

g) Harmonize economic, industrial and monetary policies of members, as 
well as eliminate disparities in the levels of their development; and  

h) Establish a fund for co-operation, compensation and development. 
 
It is argued, supported by economic theory that by coming together, these countries 
will benefit from the resultant economies of scale in production and consumption. In 
July 1993, the treaty of the body was revised in response to global macroeconomic 
changes. Under the theoretical framework for economic integration, the 
implementation of the above is expressed as follows: a & b (above) implies the 
establishment of a free trade area; c (above) suggests a custom union; d (above) 
implies a common market and a functioning of e & g (above) implies an economic 
union.  
 
ECOWAS is still some way from being a common market because unrestrained 
mobility of labour remains a distant and difficult aspect. But it has come a long way. 
Most trade within ECOWAS is already tariff-free. Free movements of designated 
goods, reduction of custom duties and ECOWAS passport/travelling documents have 
also been adopted. The decision of the summit to establish a Free Trade Area (FTA) 
for unprocessed agricultural products was taken in 1980, and the signing of the 
Protocol on Non-Aggression and Mutual Defence Assistance took effect in 1981. A 
common traveller’s cheque entered into circulation, a veritable asset for intra-regional 
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trade promotion and, at the same time, a major step towards the realization of a single 
monetary zone. Though a bold and imaginative step towards meaningful regional 
economic integration came with the advent of ECOWAS, the passivity and suspicion 
of members is yet to be overcome resulting in low intra-trade among members. The 
ECOWAS free trade area was re-launched in 1990, and was scheduled for 
implementation by 2000, but important elements still remain to be implemented.  
Although the implementation of the ECOWAS free trade area lagged in the 1990s, a 
number of initiatives taken during this period including the development of the 
customs union in UEMOA and trade reforms in major economies in Nigeria and 
Ghana, created new potential for regional integration in West Africa.   The process of 
integration in ECOWAS was revitalized when the Heads of State and Government of 
the Economic Community of West African States at their 22 sessions in Lomé, Togo, 
on 9th and 10th December 1999 approved the two-track to monetary integration in 
West Africa and a renewed commitment to trade integration.   
 
4.2 ECOWAS Agricultural Policy 

 

Variations in national agricultural policies aggravate cross-country market distortions, 
which undermine the competitiveness and objectives of regional agriculture.  An 
agricultural development strategy was adopted in 1982, aimed at regional self-
sufficiency by the year 2000. The main thrust of ECOWAS Agricultural Policy was to 
ensure food security by ensuring increased production and productivity in agriculture, 
livestock, fisheries and forestry, as well as improved conditions for farmers, and 
protection of prices of export commodities in the international market. These included 
plans for the selection of high yield seeds and other specie, and called for solidarity 
among member countries during international commodity negotiations. This was to be 
achieved by harmonizing and integrating production structures, strategies and 
policies, particularly pricing and price support policies in the production, trade and 
marketing of major agricultural products and inputs. The Revised ECOWAS Treaty 
(July 1993) emphasized agriculture and food security and stipulates that member 
states shall agree to cooperate by adopting common agricultural policy in order to 
overcome the marginalisation of the region relative to the global economy.  

 
Unlike the EU, which apply numerous internal instruments to influence consumption, 
production and storage of agricultural products, ECOWAS, has not developed and 
effectively applied specific and workable administrative arrangements in-terms of 
price support or production-tied aid to bring about increase in producer incomes, that 
is desperately needed to stimulate increase in internal agricultural production and 
reduced imports. However, even though, the interventionist policies of the EU and 
other common market organizations have largely resulted in depressed and 
destabilized world market prices, due to excess production, induced by artificially 
high administered prices and subsidized exports, ECOWAS, must design adequate 
and broad based policies that will ensure increased benefits for community farmers, 
which will in-turn stimulate increased production and food security, while leaving the 
issue of world market prices to international negotiations. At present, the West 
African farmers are left largely unprotected, with little or no incentives to stimulate 
and attract skilled manpower in agricultural production. The result of-course is the 
abject poverty of the regions farmers and frequent and devastating food shortages 
throughout the region. For instance, Nigeria, so endowed and which has the capacity 
to feed the whole of West Africa, has less than 3% of its national budget allocated to 
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agriculture. Even the meagre 3% so allocated, is often grossly misappropriated and 
the resultant effect is, the abandonment of larger percentage of the arable land, and 
massive movement of disillusioned farmers to urban centres in search of `white-collar 
jobs`, frequent food shortages, malnutrition as well as increased crime and pollution. 
In addition to poor budgetary allocation, foreign exchange allocation according to 
end-user (see Table 20) shows that agricultural sector is not getting any preference in 
view of its strategic position in the economy. In reality therefore, the ECOWAS 
agricultural policy so far, has neither achieved sufficient increase in agricultural 
production and greater benefits for farmers, nor, has it resulted in the much desired 
food security throughout the region. 
 
Table 20: Foreign Exchange Allocation by End – User, 1997 - 2002 

 
End-User 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Raw Materials 30.9 29.6 29.4 26.0 23.2 24.1 
Machinery, Spare parts  29.7 17.9 17.7 13.3 35.6 17.2 
Agricultural Sector 1.0 1.9 1.5 2.5 1.6 1.9 
Finished Goods 27.8 37.1 36.0 31.2 24.8 31.7 
Transport 2.1 2.8 3.4 4.5 4.6 4.5 
Invisibles 7.6 10.6 12.1 22.5 30.1 20.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Kayode, 2004; Central Bank Annual Report and Statement of Accounts 

 
4.3 Macroeconomic Performance of UEMOA and ECOWAS 

countries 

 
There are certain basic determinants of the prospects for economic integration among 
nations. These are size, growth rates of population, gross national products, structure 
of production, trading pattern and resources. Considering table 21, which presents 
some basic indicators for some ECOWAS countries in 1998-99, the heterogeneighty 
of the countries in the region is shown.  It is also shown that the population growth 
rate (1990-1999), growth rate of the gross national product (GNP), growth rate of 
GNP per capita (1998-99) and the gross international reserves which are indicative of 
the level of self sufficiency, growth and productivity of the countries vary widely. 
Relating to table 31 we observe that while the agricultural productivity value-added 
was highest in Ivory Coast between 1996-98, value-added for agriculture, as 
percentage of gross domestic product (GDP) was highest in Mali (47%), Sierra Leone 
(44%), Togo (43%), Nigeria (41%), Niger (40%) and Benin (38%) in 1999. However, 
the average annual percentage growth rate of agriculture value-added, 1990-1999 was 
highest in Benin and Mauritania at 5.3% and 5.2% respectively.   
 

Considering the distribution of the gross domestic product (GDP), it is shown that for 
ECOWAS as a whole the average per cent of GDP coming from agriculture in 1979 
was 36.5%; industry accounts for 24.5%; while services represents 39% of GDP. 
Manufacturing which is a sub-sector of industry accounts for 8.75%. In 1999, the 
proportion of agriculture reduces to 32.4%. Other sectors increased- industry 28.4%, 
services 39.3% and manufacturing 9.5%. In 1998-1999, only Sierra Leone has a 
negative growth rate of GNP of –8.1% where the average annual percentage growth 
rate between 1990-1999 was –4.8%. Available statistics show that macro-economic 
performance of ECOWAS member nations differ. It is also shown that the population 
growth rate (1990-1999), growth rate of the gross national product (GNP), growth rate 
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of GNP per capita (1998-99) and the gross international reserves which are indicative 
of the level of self sufficiency, growth and productivity of the countries vary widely.  

 

Available statistics show that macro-economic performance of ECOWAS member 
nations differ. The Franco-phone nations who are also members of the West African 
CFA franc zone (UEMOA-Union Economique et Monetaire Quest-Africaine formed 
in 1994) seem to have performed better in the control of the price level. These 
UEMOA nations are Benin, Burkina Faso, Cote d’Ivoire, Guinea Bissau (joined in 
1997), Mali, Niger, Senegal, and Togo. Though the CFA franc has delivered low 
inflation, growth performance in UEMOA has not been consistently better than in 
other sub-Saharan African countries. The countries in UEMOA have a common, 
stable, and convertible currency, pegged to the French Franc, and since 1999 to the 
Euro.  As shown in table 30, output has not been generally better than in the rest of 
SSA. In the period 1980-1993, the real GDP Growth declined from 1.23% to 0.30% 
as against improvements in the other ECOWAS members of the region. They also 
experienced lower export growth, lower savings and investment. However, during the 
period 1994-1998, following the devaluation of the CFA franc, the UEMOA countries 
had substantially higher GDP and export growth than non-UEMOA countries, and 
increased ratios of savings and investment to GDP. 
 
 
TABLE 21                   ECOWAS: SELECTED INDICATORS, 1980-1998. 

  1980-85 1986-89 1990-93 1994-98 

UEMOA Region   (Percent)     

Real GDP Growth  1.23 2.49 0.3 5.1 

Real GDP per capita Growth  -1.7 -0.46 -2.55 2.21 

Export Growth 5.12 7.34 3.51 9.78 

Import Growth -0.08 5.13 5.00 7.11 

Inflation 8.67 0.91 -0.43 11.05 

    (Percent of GDP)     

Overall Government Deficit -2.55 0.21 -2.27 -1.26 

Gross Domestic Savings 4.76 6.86 6.54 10.22 

Gross Domestic Investment 16.98 15.77 14.62 17.45 

          

Non-UEMOA Region   (Percent)     

Real GDP Growth  1.4 3.25 2.56 2.16 

Real GDP per capita Growth  -1.19 0.45 -0.22 -0.53 

Export Growth 5 18.08 4.17 7.18 

Import Growth -1.65 5.49 8.32 3.27 

Inflation 24.52 30.68 27.58 19.04 

    (Percent of GDP)     

Overall Government Deficit -7.3 -3.86 -1.35 0.36 

Gross Domestic Savings 5.24 8.34 9.68 8.35 

Gross Domestic Investment 21.04 18.27 21.32 20.65 

Source: Masson and Pattillo, 2000.  
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4.4 Structure of Production 
 
A comparative analysis of the structure of production of ECOWAS countries, reveal 
that services and agricultural sector dominate in the economies of the countries of 
ECOWAS (table 22). The structure of production of most ECOWAS countries shows 
the high dependence on agricultural sector as a source of revenue. There is an 
unhealthy dependence on a narrow range of primary commodities for their export 
earnings. In 1997, agriculture in Togo was 42%, Nigeria (32%), Niger (38%), Mali 
(47%), Guinea Bissau (54%), Ghana (47%), Gambia (26%), Burkina Faso (33%), and 
Benin (38%). The following countries depend in the services sector; Cape Verde 
(70%), Senegal (59%), Ivory Coast (52), Benin (48), Burkina Faso (33%), Gambia 
(48%), and Niger (42%). Within the sectoral analysis, agriculture predominates in 
Benin, Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, the Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, 
Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra-Leone, and Togo. The regional trade is 
dominated by Nigeria, Ghana, Côte d’Ivoire and Senegal. Nigeria’s export to other 
West African States has been mainly crude oil and refined oil. Important West 
African and African states destinations in 1985 - 1995 included Côte d’Ivoire, Mali, 
Mauritania, Niger, Ghana, Burkina Faso, Gabon and Tanzania. Ghana’s total amount 
of goods exported in 1999 stood at 2.4m metric tonnes, mainly cocoa beans, sawn 
timber, aluminium, coffee, yam, all of which accounted for 53% of the country’s total 
exports. While most of the imports, which accounted for trade amounting to 6.3m 
metric tonnes in 1999, came from UK, the North Continent, the Far East and Africa. 
Imports of African origin dominated the trade, amounting to 2.6m metric tonnes, of 
which crude oil and petroleum products recorded 1.3 and 0.9m metric tonnes 
respectively. Others include grains, coke, sugar, chemicals and rice. The upsurge in 
oil revenue, which accounted for 95% of Nigerian export earning in the 70’s 
indirectly ruined the agricultural sector but the boom went a long way to boost her 
foreign policy posture in West African sub-region. 
 
The decline in world trade and reduction in the rate of growth of the economies of 
developed countries more deleteriously affect the exports of developing countries as 
many of their export items serve as inputs for production to the manufacturing 
industries in developed countries (Hoekman and Kosteki, 2001). Developing 
countries have indeed expanded both the volume and value of their exports in the last 
few decades, but decline in world trade have not allowed them to experience an 
increase in the purchasing power of their exports. Worse still, most developing 
countries have been subject to a downward trend in their terms of trade over the 
medium- and long-term. Moreover, there is evidence that suggests that the volatility 
in commodity prices has risen steadily and considerably since the early 1970’s 
(Reinhart and Wickham, 1994). Under these circumstances commodity-exporting 
developing countries find it very difficult to obtain sufficient export earnings to 
finance the imports required to facilitate authentic national development (Parikh, 
2002).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

85

Table 22: Comparative Analysis of the Structure of Production of Selected ECOWAS Countries   

ECOWAS COUNTRIES: PRODUCTION STRUCTURE, 1978 – 1997 

  1978 1988 1997 

  (As a percentage of GDP) 

BENIN     

 Agriculture 34.5 34.7 38.3 

 Industry 14 13.4 13.8 

    Manufactures 10.8 8 8.2 

 Services, etc. 51.5 51.9 47.9 

BURKINA FASO     

 Agriculture 34 31.4 32.6 

 Industry 22.9 22.2 23.8 

    Manufactures 15.9 16.5 18.1 

 Services, etc. 37.2 42.2 37.8 

CAPE VERDE     

 Agriculture                n.a 18.3 8.7 

 Industry                  n.a 27 21.4 

    Manufactures                 n.a     n.a 0.5 

 Services, etc.                   Na 54.7 69.9 

COTE D'IVOIRE     

 Agriculture 25.9 32 27.3 

 Industry 16.5 22.7 21.2 

    Manufactures 7.7 19.5 17.6 

 Services, etc. 57.6 45.3 51.5 

GAMBIA     

 Agriculture 27.9 27.4 25.9 

 Industry 10.6 9.5 12.8 

    Manufactures 3.8 4.8 5.3 

 Services, etc. 48.4 51.1 48.1 

     

GHANA     

 Agriculture 60.7 49.6 47.4 

 Industry 12 16.6 16.6 

    Manufactures 8.6 9.6 9.5 

 Services, etc. 27.3 33.8 36 

GUINEA BISSAU     

 Agriculture 51.6 54 53.8 

 Industry 20 13.5 11 

    Manufactures             n.a 6 7 

 Services, etc. 28.4 32.5 35.1 

LIBERIA     

 Agriculture 30.5 n.a n.a 

 Industry 26.2 n.a n.a 

    Manufactures 5.7 n.a n.a 

 Services, etc. 32.3 n.a n.a 

MALI     

 Agriculture 55.3 42.6 46.9 

 Industry 10.4 15 16.5 

    Manufactures 5.1 8.4 6.7 
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ECOWAS COUNTRIES: PRODUCTION STRUCTURE, 1978 – 1997 

  1978 1988 1997 

 Services, etc. 29.1 37.1 32 

NIGER     

 Agriculture 52.7 35.4 38.2 

 Industry 15 17.4 18 

  Manufactures 4.6 5.9 6.5 

 Services, etc. 32.4 47.3 43.7 

NIGERIA     

 Agriculture 29.9 39.9 31.7 

 Industry 32.7 30.3 45.3 

  Manufactures 6.4 7.4 4.6 

 Services, etc. 35.5 28.1 19.8 

SENEGAL     

 Agriculture 20.8 22.4 18.4 

 Industry 15 18.4 22.2 

    Manufactures n.a 13.3 14.7 

 Services, etc. 64.2 59.1 59.4 

SIERRA LEONE     

 Agriculture 34.2 51.1 n.a 

 Industry 20.8 15.4 n.a 

    Manufactures 5.5 4.6 n.a 

 Services, etc. 42.8 28.8 n.a 

TOGO     

 Agriculture 24.1 33.6 41.8 

 Industry 22.8 21.5 20.8 

    Manufactures 5.9 7.7 8.7 

  Services, etc. 53.1 44.9 37.4 

Source: Masson and Pattillo, 2000; World Bank, African Development Indicator. 

 
In addition to the varying character of the economies of the countries of the West 
African sub-region, statistics show that the proportion of dependence on international 
trade taxes differ remarkably among the nations. Ebrill and Stotsky, (1998:68) 
showed that tax revenue as a proportion of the gross domestic production was higher 
in some countries and insignificant in others. It was 20% in Cape Verde, Gambia 
(17.45%), Burkina Faso (10.95%), Ivory Coast (17.83%), Ghana (15.03%), Senegal 
(13.59%), Benin (11.9%), Togo (13.8%), Mauritania (17.01%), Mali (10.7%), Guinea 
(10.33%), Sierra Leone (9.2%), Guinea Bissau (6.9%), Niger (6.6%) and Nigeria 
(7%). While for Nigeria the proportion of tax revenue in GDP is low, the proportion 
of tariff in tax revenue is high in comparison with other ECOWAS countries. In 1999 
and 2000, tariff was 39% and 32% of tax revenue respectively.  
 
4.5 Trade Liberalization and Intra-Community Trade 
 
The data reveals that ECOWAS has not really generated significant intra-region trade. 
Very few member nations recorded percentage increases in total intra-regional trade. 
These are Benin, Ivory Coast, Ghana, Mali, Niger, Nigeria and Senegal (See table 
23). Hanink and Owusu (1998) articulated the apparent fundamental problems of 
trade generation within ECOWAS, which hinders trade and constructed a Trade 
Intensity Index (TII), which is a measure of the importance of ECOWAS trade to 
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most of its members through their revealed market Preference.1 From their study they 
discovered an increase in average TII within the current ECOWAS countries, which 
indicates that there is some association between community membership and market 
preference within ECOWAS. In view of this low level of intra-regional trade, the 
expected benefits from trade liberalization are frustrated. ECOWAS trade amounts to 
approximately 11% of the sub-region’s total trade with the world. For Nigeria in 
particular, intra-ECOWAS trade appears relatively unimportant, based on statistics on 
official trade. In 2000, ECOWAS accounted for 2% of Nigeria’s imports and 5% of 
its exports; these official statistics however obscure a substantial volume of informal 
cross-border regional trade, estimated at 20-25% of Nigeria’s total trade (Jones, 
Chatterjee and Ruffer, 2004). According to the ECOWAS Handbook of International 
Trade, 1998 data, intra-community trade stood at $1,813m for total imports and 
$2,539m for total exports. Compare this with the region’s import from, and export to, 
Europe of $7,525m and $8,114m respectively for 1997. Thus, the intra-regional trade, 
level of investment, and industrial development remains much undeveloped. To a 
certain extent this has created dichotomy in ECOWAS co-operation. The leading 
industrial states in the region – Nigeria, Senegal, Côte d’Ivoire, and Ghana – believe 
that they are important enough to secure a better deal if they pursue their cause as 
individual countries rather than as a group (For instance, the Nigeria-Ghana Fast 
track). Many of them feel that they will be better served individually if they link up 
with developed countries; and the last group of these – landlocked countries (Niger, 
Burkina Faso and Mali) – is merely frustrated because they are rather too small to 
make any significant impact in the global arena. The extractive industries contributed 
high percent of the GDP in most of the ECOWAS States.  
 
However, regional trade agreements have led to reductions in tariff levels. For many 
countries, mean tariffs were below the average levels prevailing in the pre-
liberalization era. As shown in table 34, the weighted average tariff for all countries of 
sub-Saharan Africa reduced from 30.2% in the period 1980-83 to 21.3% in the period 
1988=90. In the same time period, tariff reduced from 25.7% to 21.5% in Ivory Coast, 
from 39.5% to 29.3% in Ghana. The situation was different in Nigeria where 
weighted tariff increased from 24.6% in 1980-83 to 26.5% in 1991-93. Although high 
tariffs continue to apply to some consumer goods, tariff levels have generally been 
reduced. This may also be explained by WTO tariff bindings. These WTO tariff 
bindings are commitments undertaken by countries within the WTO not to raise tariffs 
on certain goods above a specified level. As shown in table 33, only Burkina Faso 
(31.1%), Ivory Coast (19.2%), Gabon (20.6%), and Mauritius (19.0%) have mean 
unweighted tariff rates above the average for all countries in sub Saharan Africa 
(16.5%). 
 
TABLE 23: INTRA-COMMUNITY TRADE ($MILLIIONS) 
 

          

COUNTRY   IMPORTS     EXPORTS  

 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

BENIN 55 73 73 72 196 10 13 10 11 11 

BURKINA FASO 127 122 122 157 138 46 42 33 48 67 

CAPE VERDE 6 5 7 8 9 .. .. 3 2 2 

                                                 
1 See also Collier, et al, 1999:320 for more on trade intensity index. 
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COUNTRY   IMPORTS     EXPORTS  

 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

COTE D'IVOIRE 438 597 478 377 463 695 817 844 987 908 

THE GAMBIA 24 28 17 20 15 5 4 1 2 2 

GHANA 108 124 369 420 476 137 89 109 139 156 

GUINEA 96 121 50 46 51 1 6 12 7 4 

GUINEA BISSAU  11 12 14 14 16 5 6 7 9 11 

LIBERAI 18 24 27 30 25 15 16 27 28 26 

MALI 184 263 268 278 233 100 262 405 401 413 

MAURITANIA 6 6 6 4 5 50 69 37 44 45 

NIGER  76 73 78 95 101 37 74 55 65 58 

NIGERIA 76 98 120 96 90 370 618 698 406 1055 

SENEGAL  111 112 120 134 168 176 195 170 196 176 

SIERRA LEONE 17 21 21 15 16 6 9 6 2 1 

TOGO 65 63 76 77 61 22 19 19 27 39 

TOTAL 1418 1742 1846 1843 2063 1675 2239 2436 2374 2974 

SOURCE: CBN, 2000. 

 
The future of macro-economic policy co-ordination within ECOWAS remains at the 
forefront of the community’s agenda, as macro-economic policy is still the national 
domain of member state governments. Only recently, ECOWAS has made attempts at 
coordinating fiscal, monetary and exchange rate policies of member states, to ensure 
macro-economic policy convergence among member countries. The need for re-
alignments resulting from different inflation trends in member states continued to 
prove necessary, as monetary policies of member states are really acting in opposite 
directions. Therefore, in other to achieve enhanced macro-economic coherence, 
ECOWAS countries will be judged according to a set of fiscal and monetary criteria 
for the blue print of realizing deeper integration. The member states of the West 
Africa Monetary zone are to comply with some convergence criteria, which will 
ensure macroeconomic stability and reasonable growth in the member states. The 
quantitative primary convergence criteria are: 

� Single digit inflation rate by 2000 and 5% by 2003; 
� Budget deficit (excluding grants) of not more than 5% of GDP by 2000 and 

4% by 2002;  
�  central bank financing of budget deficit to be limited to 10% of previous 

year’s tax revenue; and  
� Gross external reserves to cover at least three months of imports by end-2000 

and six months by end-2003. 
 
In addition, there are six secondary criteria, which will be observed in support of the 
primary criteria. These are: 

� prohibition of new domestic debt arrears and liquidation of all existing arrears;  
� tax revenue to be more than 20% of GDP;  
� wage bill to be less than 35% of total tax revenue;  
� public investment to be more than 20% of tax revenue;  
� maintenance of real exchange rate stability in the context of an exchange rate 

mechanism; and  
� Maintenance of positive real interest rates. 
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So far, none of the member states has been able to fully meet the stated convergence 
criteria. However, scepticism still persists as to whether the envisaged convergence 
criteria will guarantee monetary discipline, since the convergence criteria are not 
squarely binding , to the extent that, the economic policy of member countries is not 
constrained effectively. Also, in the case of ECOWAS countries with persistent 
pressure on the balance of payments, exchange rate adjustments might still be helpful 
in the case of country-specific shocks, and differences in productivity growth. In the 
long-run, ECOWAS must fashion out as a matter of urgency, a comprehensive and 
workable convergence programme of national economies, to stimulate the adaptation 
of sound fiscal discipline (which is more or less non-existent in most member 
countries), in other to put the region on the course of sustainable economic growth 
and development.  
 
 

4.6 Tariff Harmonization between ECOWAS and UEMOA: the 

Nigerian Dimension and Implications for Common 

Agricultural Policy 

 
Following article 35 and 37 of the revised ECOWAS Treaty, member states including 
Nigeria agree to abolish existing differences in their external tariffs, total elimination 
of customs duties and taxes; removal of non-tariff barriers; free movement of goods 
without quantitative restrictions; and Payments of compensation for loss of revenue. 
Also, Member states agree to the gradual establishment of a Customs Union and 
Common External Tariff in respect of all goods imported into the member states from 
third countries in accordance with a schedule to be recommended by the Trade, 
Customs, Immigration, Money, and payments Commission (TCIMP). Member states 
undertake to apply the common customs nomenclature and customs statistical 

 
TABLE 24: Unweighted Tariff Rates In Some ECOWAS Countries 
  

   
     Tariff Rate 
(unweighted in %)        

 Country Year All Goods Agriculture Manufactures  

 Benin 1996 13.1 13.7 12.8  

 Burkina Faso 1998 31.1 37.0 29.1  

 Chad 1997 15.8 17.0 15.5  

 Cote d'Ivoire 1996 19.2 21.2 18.8  

 Gabon 1998 20.6 25.1 19.7  

 Ghana 1995 15.0 20.1 14.1  

 Guinea 1998 16.4 16.6 16.3  

 Mali 1999 11.2 16.1 10.4  

 Mauritius 1998 19.0 14.9 19.5  

 Nigeria 1998 20.1 22.9 20.4  

 Senegal 1996 12.3 13.5 12.1  

 Togo 1997 13.3 13.6 13.3  

 Average/Total LDCs (96) 1993-99 13.1 17.0 12.4  

 Average/Total INDs (23) 1998-99 4.0 6.4 3.5  

 Sub-Saharan Africa (26) 1993-99 16.5 19.2 16.0  
 
Sources: WTO, IDB CD ROM 2000 and Trade Policy Review, various issues, 1993-2000; World Bank, World Development 
Indicators, 2000 and UNCTAD, World Investment Report 2000. 
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nomenclature adopted by council. Implicitly, there is the understanding that the WTO 
principle of harmonization towards the lowest existing tariff should be applied. The 
implication of this trade liberalization and regional integration agreement are that 
trade policy reforms, which may involve lower tariffs, than is applied in Nigeria may 
be adopted. Nigeria's Customs and Excise Tariff Schedule as contained in the 1995 – 
2001 booklet include 5,147 tariff lines ranging from O-150 percent.  The Nigerian 
tariff structure is complex involving 20 tariff bands.  Other charges on imports 
include:  

• a port surcharge of 7 per cent on duty payable; 
• a V.A.T. of 5 per cent on the cif value plus duty and other charges; 
• a National Automotive Council tax of 2 per cent levied on the c.i.f. value of 

imported vehicles and parts; 
• a sugar levy of 5 per cent applied to the c.i.f. value of sugar imports; 
• a community levy of 0.5 per cent applied for ECOWAS; and 
• An administrative charge of 1 per cent levied on the f.o.b. value of imports.  

 
Evidence on Implications of CET for Nigeria 
 
The implications of establishing common external tariff (CET) in ECOWAS for 
Nigeria are immense and demands proper understanding. Nigeria has about 55% of 
ECOWAS GDP, and about 60% of its population.  Since January 2000, eight 
UEMOA (CFA zone) members’ countries adopted a common external tariff (CET) 
with four tariff rates (0, 5, 10, and 20 percent). The UEMOA CET has four tariff 
bands: 0 per cent for medicines, medical equipment, newspapers and books; 5 percent 
for capital goods and raw materials; 10 percent for intermediate goods and other 
inputs; and 20 percent for finished consumer goods. In addition, there is a Statistical 
levy of 1 percent on all goods including those exempt from duty and a Community 
Solidarity Tax of 0.5 percent for compensating for loss of customs revenue and for the 
financing of the operations of UEMOA.   
 
Relative to the common external tariff operated by UEMOA member nations, Ghana 
has 46% of its tariff lines (31% trade value) as same with UEMOA, 18% of tariff 
lines (11% of trade value) lower than UEMOA rates, and 36% of tariff lines (58% of 
trade value) higher than UEMOA rates. Nigeria is even more dramatically different. 
Relative to UEMOA CET, Nigeria has 9% of its tariff lines same with UEMOA, 7% 
of tariff lines (12% of trade value) lower than UEMOA, while 84% of tariff lines 
(85% of trade value) higher than UEMOA rates. These disparities have profound 
implications for negotiating an ECOWAS CET especially given the WTO rule of 
harmonizing to the lower tariff levels. Therefore, harmonizing from as high as 150% 
to 20%, from 20 bands to 4 (the four UEMOA bands of 0%, 5%, 10%, and 20%) and 
unweighted average of about 13% can be very challenging for a country like Nigeria 
that derives 12.4% tariff revenue as a proportion of total imports.  
 
Some studies have evaluated the politico-economic implications of Nigeria latching 
on to the ECOWAS common external tariff (CET) with the UEMOA tariff bands as 
benchmark for government revenue and the balance of payments and/or real sector 
performance. In consonance with theoretical expectations, such studies found that 
there would be losses in revenue arising from such regional integration arrangement. 
Soludo, Oji, and Agu (2002) using a static (short-run) analysis and dynamic (long-
run) analysis of the potential impacts of the ECOWAS CET on the fiscal balances of 
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Nigeria ascertained that the adoption of the common external tariffs could potentially 
lead to a loss of 6.9% of total government revenue or about 1.5% of the GDP. In the 
static short-run simulation where they factored in tariff exemptions, the revenue loss 
increased to 8.8% or 2% of GDP. The dynamic long-run analysis, where the 
assumptions of increased efficiency of tariff revenue collections, various degrees of 
compliance ratio, together with the simultaneous application of VAT were 
incorporated, the revenue loss reduced to 2.9% of total government revenue, lower 
than the result obtained in the static analysis. The study however established that it is 
possible that the potential loss could be turned into net revenue gain depending on the 
structure and magnitude of other complementary measures to be taken. Government 
revenue increases when quantitative restrictions are converted into tariffs. However, 
where tariff rates are very high initially, they will generate little or no revenue 
(Nigeria’s tariff is about 84% of her tariff lines higher than UEMOA tariffs. Further 
more, reductions of the tariffs to more moderate levels will increase imports and thus 
revenues, as the incentive to smuggle is reduced. Moreover, exemptions often are a 
significant source of revenue loss and their reduction increases tariff collections.  

 

Oyejide, et al (2003) using a computable general equilibrium model (CGE) predicated 
on 1999 social accounting matrix (SAM) with 13 sectors found that real GDP will 
decline by – 0.001 per cent. The fall in aggregate domestic activities also led to a 
decrease of – 0.024 per cent in government revenue. This fall in government revenue 
affects domestic investment given the fact that government is the major source of 
domestic investment. In respect of the textile sector, output will rise marginally by 
0.064 per cent. Aggregate textile imports also reduce by – 0.003 per cent as domestic 
production picked up. Domestic consumption will record marginal increases as 
consumer prices fall. 

 

Rajhi and Marchat, (2003) using the World Bank RPED (2001) data measured the 
short-term impact of a CET on the manufacturing sector in Nigeria, with specific case 
study of the textile sector. The study showed that internal distortion in tariff rate in 
some industries would be reduced, nominal protection coefficient (NPC) would 
decline by 25-30 percent and the related tariff dispersion would decline by about 93 
percent, will lead to a 0.41 percent decline in employment, a decline in wage levels of 
3.84 percent which would imply a new wage level of roughly 137.5 US $ a month. 
Furthermore, using the estimated elasticity, the implementation of the new tariff rates 
yields an overall decline in output prices of 0.91 percent. The CET implementation 
would also imply a 54 percent decline in the output tariffs, which would lead to a 31 
percent decline in profits. The overall impact would be a modest decline of 0.4 
percent in profits. In summary, the econometric estimates suggest that the 
implementation of the CET will drive down employment levels, wages, output prices 
and profits, respectively by 2.1 percent, 3.4 percent, 0.9 percent and 0.4 percent. 
 
On the orientation of trade policies of the neighboring countries consequent upon the 
harmonization and regional integration arrangements, Debrun, et al (2002) argues that 
a monetary union with Nigeria would not be in the interest of other ECOWAS 
countries, unless it was accompanied by effective discipline over Nigeria’s fiscal 
policies. Nigeria has both very different terms of trade shocks and less disciplined 
fiscal policies than some of other countries. Nigeria’s terms of trade differ from those 
of her neighbors, and hence the average shock would have a low, or negative 
correlation, with other countries shocks.  Also given its size, it would dominate the 
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monetary policy of the union. The large government spending distortion and Nigeria-
specific shocks to its terms of trade would have significant negative externalities on 
other countries. This distortion would put pressure on an ECOWAS monetary union’s 
central bank to produce excessive inflation, and hence would lower the utility of these 
countries (Debrun, et al, 2002: 24 – 26). 
 
Table 25: TOT (1995=100) of Nigeria and other West African countries: 1980-2000 
 

S/no Country TOT Correlation coefficient 
with Nigeria  Mean TOT 

TOT Std 
Dev 

1 BENIN -0.4764  74.41 18.11 
2 BURKINA_FASO -0.7166  81.96 12.62 
3 CAPE_VERDE  0.5863    199.25 106.00 
4 COTE_D’IVOIRE  -0.06522  85.52 13.40 
5 GAMBIA, THE  -0.1992  97.84 11.09 
6 GHANA   0.3999 103.26 17.48 
7 GUINEA -0.1539  80.61 19.96 
8 GUINEA BISSAU  0.3983    131.85 27.52 
9 LIBERIA -0.02534  110.47 9.91 
10 MALI 0.07303      99.67 12.25 
11 MAURITANIA   0.4405      81.76 16.23 
12 NIGER 0.1059 110.19 25.71 
13 NIGERIA  1.0000 138.61 43.19 
14 SENEGAL 0.007059   106.17 8.96 
15 SIERRA LEONE -0.4084  84.59 11.23 
16 TOGO 0.01457     91.64 11.48 

Source: WEO Databank, 2001 

 
Tariff Harmonisation: Positive Signals from Nigeria 
 
It is common knowledge that already the eight UEMOA countries within ECOWAS 
have negotiated and agreed on a common external tariff with rates much lower than in 
Nigeria. About 84% of Nigeria’s tariff lines are higher than UEMOA rates and 
Nigeria’s maximum tariff rate of 100% is considerably higher than the maximum of 
20% for UEMOA (Soludo, Oji and Agu, 2002). In addition, Nigeria has several non-
tariff barriers as import prohibitions are placed on a growing number of products. 
Nigeria’s commitment to the revised ECOWAS Treaty on common external tariffs 
and customs union is critical to success of regional economic integration and the 
prospects of common agricultural policy framework. Despite the apparent 
protectionist stance of trade policies in Nigeria, there has been renewed commitment 
to comply with the ECOWAS Treaty. At a stakeholders’ sensitization workshop in 
February 2004, Nigeria’s Minister of Finance emphasized that Nigeria cannot isolate 
herself given the increasing pace of inter-dependence amongst nations of the world. It 
was indicated that Nigeria’s average tariff in 1999 of 28.4% was more than double the 
11.3% average from 129 developing countries of the world, hence baring regional 
integration agreements Nigeria needs to review her tariff policy. Against the fears of 
some stakeholders that the tariff reduction which the reforms entails, especially in 
relation to increased imports, reduced nominal and effective protection of domestic 
enterprises especially in the face of high cost of doing business which some industries 
are confronted with as well as deterioration in the balance of trade position and loss of 
revenue, that certain benefits can actually be derived. Such benefits include increased 
trade, increased investment and efficiency gains and various other dynamic gains 
from competition. It is argued that loss in revenue will be mitigated by increased 
collection efficiency of the Nigerian Customs, and incentives for voluntary 
compliance will be high as well as diminished incentives for evasion.   
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The Government of Nigeria has proposed to institute a 4-year programme for aligning 
Nigeria’s tariffs with ECOWAS benchmark CET. This requires reduction of existing 
20 tariff bands to 4 tariff categories of 0%, 5%, 10%, and 20%. However, provision of 
special tax not exceeding 30% would be introduced on some finished goods in order 
to protect industries whose survival would be threatened by the immediate adoption of 
the low import tariff.   
 
Nigeria has potential benefits from effective participation in the ECOWAS CET. It 
can improve the international and outward orientation of the Nigerian economy. 
Deepening regional integration would offer tremendous opportunities for reaping 
benefits from EPAs with the EU when they come into effect in 2008. Based on 
harmonised and common policy frameworks, ECOWAS can become a regional bloc 
to stimulate economic growth and competitiveness. But given the scale of tariff 
reductions required by Nigeria to converge with the ECOWAS common external 
tariff, it is important for medium-term reforms to be complemented with productivity-
enhancing measures including exchange rate reforms, institutional and structural 
changes to reduce costs especially regarding the energy, ports and transport sectors 
(Jones, Chatterjee and Ruffer, 2004). 
 

4.7 Informal intra-ECOWAS Trade and its Implication for the 

Common Agricultural Policy 

 
Maximization of the goals of the policy on agriculture in the region is deeply affected 
by informal trade. Informal trade here means all transactions outside official channels. 
This unrecorded cross-border trade includes both legal and illegal goods. Although 
drug trafficking and arms dealing have increased significantly over the last 15 years, 
trade of legal goods remains predominant. While by its nature no exact valuation of 
unofficial cross-border flows is available, the general consensus is that informal 
activities account for a significant share of the economy of the region. About 30% to 
50% of export crops are exported through unofficial channels. Also, 50% to 60% of 
trade flows between Niger and Nigeria are estimated to be informal. Another 75% to 
80% of Benin’s exports go to Nigeria via unofficial channels. A recent study even 
estimates that, in 1998, informal Nigerian exports to West Africa were three to four 
times larger than trade officially recorded (US$ 1.5 to 1.9 billion compared to the 
official US$ 508.9 millions) (Club du Sahel, 2001). Assuming that informal trade 
takes place mainly among ECOWAS countries, not to the rest of the world, actual 
intra-regional trade (official and informal) could account for around 20-30 per cent of 
ECOWAS’s exports. 

 
The roots of informal trade are in historical, social, linguistic, and ethnic ties. But 
several other factors appear to have stimulated informal trade more recently. The cost 
and inefficiency of formal trade channels reduce the normal disadvantages of informal 
trade, while the high tariffs and frequent significant differences in prices because of 
different agricultural or macroeconomic policies greatly increase their potential 
advantages. The emergence of a very active private sector following economic 
liberalization generated new demands. In the absence of an efficient official financial 
market and cross-border trading system, informal networks have grown in patronage. 
Limited trade liberalization coupled with regulatory and institutional rigidities has 
prevented market adjustment from taking place through official channels. 
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Disagreement over commercial policies (within UEMOA or ECOWAS) has often 
resulted in a de facto deadlock of trade liberalization. Examples include 
disagreements over the desirable provisions on rules of origin and their 
implementation, tensions between CFA zone – non-CFA countries / linguistic divide 
(between Anglophone and Francophone) / UEMOA – ECOWAS rivalry, differences 
over the sequencing of liberalization, etc. 

 
Structural adjustment programmes have been implemented to various degrees at 
varying speeds and governments have pursued different – sometimes conflicting – 
policy objectives. This has resulted in wide price, monetary and fiscal disparities 
among countries, hence creating new opportunities for arbitrage and cross-border 
trade.8 Rent-seeking behaviour also contributed: informal trade generates income for 
traders and distributors, and indirectly for officials in return for their ‘complicity’. 

 
According to Sheila and Page (2001: 18) informal trade’s negative effects on the 
regional integration process include: 

⇒ rent-seeking and rent-protecting behaviour by informal networks;  
⇒ Imposition of various forms of informal protectionist measures (export 

taxes, various levies, road controls, etc.);  
⇒ favorable environment for illegal transactions, widespread corruption, tacit 

agreements, conducive to a criminalization of the economy;  
⇒ disruptive effects on the local production;  
⇒ lack of quality and technical standards;  
⇒ loss of important potential (tax) revenues for the state. 

 

4.8 Exchange Rate Policies and Agricultural Policy 

 
The main components of trade and exchange rate policies were the liberalization of 
the nominal exchange rate and the generally lower tariffs on imports. Nigeria has had 
diverse exchange rate policies ranging from the controlled to the free-floating 
exchange rate regimes. With the coming of the oil boom, there was not much pressure 
placed upon the naira. With the coming of the oil price shocks of the late 1970s and 
the early 1980s, the trend in the domestic market, which had become so dependent on 
the international oil price scene started to worsen. The terms of trade continued a 
slump downwards and domestic product of the economy started dwindling. An 
exchange rate depreciation, which should accompany significant tariff reduction, will 
raise the local currency value of imports and thus tariff revenue (Hoekmann, et al, 
2002: 15/16). Unfortunately, however, the nominal exchange rate was not 
depreciating concurrently to follow the pattern of the failing fortune of the economy. 
This situation led to over-appreciation of the exchange rate both in nominal and real 
terms. 

Table 27: Exchange Rate Regimes in Nigeria, 1980 – 2000  

 

 Description 

           

  Years                                             Comments on Regime 

    Pre-SAP   1980- 86 

This period generally was marked by high public expenditure and 

importation. The civilian   administration whose rule was terminated in 1983 

was profligate. The succeeding administration tried to restore sanity by 

imposing bans on several goods but did not endure  
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 Description 

           

  Years                                             Comments on Regime 

   SAP Era  

  

1987-92 

The regime of president Babangida tried to adopt some of the postulates of 

the Structural adjustment programme of the Breton Woods institutions but 

abandoned it by 1992 following mass protests and rejection of the 

programme. Weak implementation of the SAP has earlier led to much 

suffering for the populace without the consequent benefits expected from the 

programme. The autonomous foreign exchange markets were introduced and 

modified at this period and foreign exchange was sold to importers at market 

determined rates 

  Regime   

  of    

  Fixation   1993-98 

The military regime of General Sani Abacha, which started at this same 

period, fixed the naira at N22 to one Dollar. The premium of the parallel 

market from the official grew very wide. Trading in premium foreign 

exchange became widespread but concealed. A large number of banks also 

sprout up at this period. 

Democracy and Floatation 

   1999-   

  2000 

 The Obasanjo administration, which kicked off at this time, reverted to 

market-determined exchange rate. The rate of the naira with other currencies 

of the world were left to be determined at the inter-bank foreign exchange 

market where quotations by banks which were licensed to purchase and sell 

foreign exchange bid for it from the Central Bank. 

 
 
The Import licensing system was abolished together with exchange controls. Other 
measures were introduced: 

a) An auction-based foreign exchange allocation mechanism was 
introduced, with the establishment of the foreign exchange market to 
resolve the problem of overvalued currency; 

b) Import restrictions were relaxed and the import prohibition list was 
trimmed; 

c) A seven-year structure was introduced in 1988. Import duty rates were 
outlined for a seven-year period to permit a long planning horizon and 
decision making, a situation quite conducive to agricultural 
investment; 

d) Export prohibition was discontinued although selective export bans 
continued in order to protect prices and domestic consumption of 
grains and tubers; 

e) Agricultural exporters had the privilege of maintaining domiciliary 
accounts and were also assisted with an export financing facility 
known as Refinancing and Rediscounting Facility. There was also a 
Duty Drawback/suspension Scheme to enable exporters import raw 
materials or intermediate products, free of import duty and other 
indirect taxes and charges. There were also such creations as Export 
Development Fund, Export Performance Grand Fund, Export Price 
Adjustment Scheme Funds and the Export Credit Guarantee and 
Insurance Scheme. The Export Promotion Zone was also established; 

f) In spite of the liberal atmosphere, anti-dumping tariffs were imposed 
on tomato paste and puree. Wheat import was prohibited. Timber and 
wood in the rough were prohibited from export. Fish caught in Nigeria 
territorial or distant water aboard vessels owned by Nigerian 
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companies and landed by Nigeria flag vessels were exempted from 
custom duties. 

 
Volatility of the nominal and real exchange rate has been identified as problems to 
agricultural productivity and competitiveness. Nominal exchange rate has been most 
volatile in the period 1999-2003, the present democratic dispensation with a standard 
deviation of 97.5%. The least volatile regime for the nominal exchange rate was the 
pre-SAP era with a standard deviation of 0.70%. The period of least variation in the 
value of the exchange rate coincided with the period that it was fixed. However, the 
nominal exchange rate premium (defined as the proportional deviation of the parallel 
market rate from the official rate of exchange) was very high with in the period 1993-
98 (Skoup, 2002). Skoup (2002) show that real exchange rate volatility negatively and 
significantly affect agricultural productivity. Other determinants that affect 
agricultural productivity include interest rate, tariff rate, real effective exchange rate 
and overall output. Nominal exchange rate volatility was not significant even though 
the sign showed that it negatively affects output. 
 
4.9 Agriculture, Trade Liberalization, Tariff Regimes and 

Scenario analysis 

 
In 1988, a seven- year tariff schedule was introduced which abolished several 
impediments to trade. The new tariff system contained in the Customs, Excise, 
Tariffs, etc, (Consolidated) Decree took effect in 1988. The number of tariff 
classifications was raised from 1,560 under the 1980 tariff system to 4,9602. Tariff 
dispersions were reduced and the trade-weighted average tariff declined from 33% to 
23%. Some agricultural and industrial imports, which competed with domestic 
producers, were placed on higher nominal rates as high as 60% and some luxury 
goods such as motor vehicles were subject to rates of up to 100% or more.   Import of 
raw materials and intermediate goods for use in the production of goods for export, 
was permitted free of import duties and other indirect taxes and charges. Also a set of 
import duty surcharges were introduced as follows: 5% for Port development; 1% for 
Raw Materials Research and Development Council; and 0.02 % as freight Rate 
Stabilization Surcharge. This new policy thrust favors the use of tariffs for effective 
protection of local industries, enhancing revenue generations, combating smuggling 
and encourage exports. In 1988, the unweighted average tariff for the Nigerian 
economy was 33.8%. Where there is disaggregating along the sectoral lines the trends 
in unweighted average tariff rates was 34.3% for the manufacturing sector, 26.2% for 
Intermediate goods, 17.1% for capital goods and 53.5% for Consumer goods (Iyoha 
and Oriakhi, 2002:93). 
 
In February 1995, the new structure of Customs and Excise tariffs took effect. Its 
main features were: A narrower range of customs duty rates; Abolition of exemptions 
from the rate structure; A smaller number of rates; A lower average rate; More 
uniform rates; Fewer import prohibitions. Budget statements of Heads of State have 
continued as supplements in the implementation of tariff regimes in Nigeria. The 
1995-2001-tariff structure was designed to stimulate competition and efficiency by 
reducing tariffs on consumer items relative to tariffs on raw materials and 

                                                 
2 Currently, the number of tariff classifications was 5,167 with 19 tariff bands as can be seen from the 
Green Book (1995-2001). 
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intermediate and capital goods. The reduction of tariffs on final consumer goods were 
aimed to expose domestic manufacturers to import competition while the relatively 
higher tariffs on raw materials were supposed to attract investment into raw material 
and intermediate goods production (RPED, 2001:75). 
 
In 1997, textiles were exempted from excise duties, while more items were removed 
from import prohibition list. Machinery, plant and equipment imported in the 
agricultural sector, and by industrial establishments using gas in the manufacturing 
process attracted zero import duty. In the 2000 budget, tariffs changes reduced the 
average import tariff from 24 per cent to 12 per cent. Furthermore, the 2001 budget 
introduced many reductions in import duties as well as some increases especially in 
the duties on final goods. Out of about 500 lines on the tariff code, 70 were increased 
(by an average of 25 per cent) and 437 were reduced by an average of 9 per cent, and 
these changes are expected to have reduced the average tariff rate. Some of the non-
tariff barriers have also been removed. For example, the customs and excise schedule 
originally included import prohibition of 16 items and an absolute prohibition list of 
19 items (prohibited mostly on health, safety and moral grounds). In 2001, the import 
prohibition list included cement in bags, bulk vegetable oil, wheat flour, millet, 
sorghum, rethreaded and used-tyres, mosquito-repellant coils and gaming machines. 
In 2001, about 70 tariff lines were increased by about 25 per cent mostly for 
agricultural tariffs and about 430 tariff lines were reduced about 10 per cent slightly 
reducing Nigerian tariffs on average.  
 
The implications of these reforms for the agricultural sector are important to us. 
Tariffs on agricultural commodities varied widely. Agricultural commodities (rice, 
maize, etc) for which Nigeria has potential comparative advantage inputs to produce 
attracted high import tariffs, whereas agricultural inputs (fertilizer, pesticides, fishing 
nets, etc) enjoyed low tariffs. Imported live animals meant for breeding purposes as 
well as of live poultry designated as grandparent or foundation stock had low tariffs in 
1996. To guarantee availability of staple foods, an export prohibition list was 
established. For some cereals particularly maize, sorghum and millet, tariffs were 
increased substantially, especially after their removal from import prohibition. Some 
crops including staples such as beans, Yam, and rice, was removed from the 
prohibition list. In 2000 some of the amendments introduced into the tariffs for 
agricultural products include frozen chicken and turkey (75%), animal and vegetable 
oils (60%), and fruit juice (65%). Finally, in 2002, further amendments were 
introduced into the agricultural tariff regime. Under the new amendments, duties 
payable on the following products were raised as follows: eggs (80%), apples and 
pear (75%), Rice (100%), Palm oil (60%), sunflower and cotton seed oil (60%). The 
general pattern of the structure of tariffs for agricultural commodities between 1995-
2001 is shown below; and as can be observed from table 8, the tariff structure was 
relatively stable. The average rates for different categories of commodities and 
agricultural inputs are recorded in the table below: - 
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Table 28: Tariff Structure for Major Agricultural P roducts, 1995 – 2001 
  

 1995/96 1997/98 1999/2000 20001/2002 
Live Animals 20.8 20.8 20.8 20.8 
Meat and edible meat Offals 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 
Fish, Crustacans, Mollusces etc 23.0 23.0 23.0 23.0 
Diary Produce  26.0 26.0 27.5 27.5 
Edible Vegetables, Roots and Tubers 57.5 57.5 52.5 52.5 
Edible Fruits and Nuts 45.0 45.0 40.0 40.0 
Preparation of Vegetables and Fruits  45.0 45.0 40.0 40.0 
Coffee, Tea, Mutes and Spice 28.8 28.8 32.2 32.2 
Wheat, Rice, Oats and Barley 10.0 10.0 15.0 15.0 
Maize  30.0 30.0 25.0 25.0 
Rice  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Sorghum & Millet 150.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Soya beans  30.0 30.0 25.0 25.0 
Groundnut  25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 
Cotton seed, palm nuts and Kernels 25.0 25.0 20.0 20.0 
Sunflower Seed 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 
Sugar and Confectionery 25.5 22.5 26.3 26.3 
Cocoa and Cocoa Preparations  35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 
Unmanufactured Tobacco 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 
Manufactured Tobacco 90.0 90.0 90.0 90.0 
Wood and Articles of Wood 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 

 Source: ECG, Main Report on Comprehensive Review of Nigeria’s Customs and Excise Tariffs and other Trade Policies, 2002: 
7-19   

 
In spite of these changes in the actual (unweighted) average tariff for the agricultural 
sector remained at about 16% in 2001as opposed to the published average of 24.7%. 
Although nominal tariff rates has generally reduced, in compliance with commitments 
and obligations attendant upon Nigeria as part of accession to WTO and other 
regional integration agreements, Nigeria’s average tariff of 20.1% is higher than 
16.5% of average total of 26 countries of SSA . This is aptly depicted in figure 1. Also 
as shown in table 10, weighted average tariff by country and sector for Nigeria, 
agricultural raw materials for 1993 was 23.9% even though declined from 33.1% in 
1983, was higher than a ten country average of 15.4%. According to estimates made 
by the IMF, the import-weighted average nominal tariff rate in Nigeria was reduced to 
about 12 per cent in 2000. In 2001, about 70 tariff lines were increased by about 25 
per cent mostly for agricultural tariffs and about 430 tariff lines were reduced about 
10 per cent slightly reducing Nigerian tariffs on average.  Although the estimated 
average nominal tariff for Nigeria is roughly comparable to the average calculated for 
UEMOA, the additional taxes and charges cited above and the complexity of the 
Nigerian tariff schedule raise challenges for the development of ECOWAS. 
  
Table 29: Comprehensive Analysis of Published versus Actual 1995-2001 Tariffs 
 
 
  

  Unweighted Average Tariff Rates, %  

 Published Tariffs  Actual Tariffs  

 1995 2001  1995 2001  

Overall Economy Mean 24.3 26  15.8 27.6  

Standard Deviation 18 14.5  .. 20.4  

       

Of which:       

       

Agriculture 22.9 24.7  14.9 16  

Mining 14.5 14.7  9.4 14.2  

Capital Goods 24.6 26.4  16 28.1  
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  Unweighted Average Tariff Rates, %  

 Published Tariffs  Actual Tariffs  

 1995 2001  1995 2001  

       

Of which:       

       

Consumer Goods 39.1 36.7  25.4 43.9  

Intermediate goods 18.3 22.3  11.9 21  

Capital Goods 12.6 16.2  8.2 15.5  
Source: Enterprise Consulting Group Ltd. 
 
 

Figure 7: 

Weighted Tariff: Nigeria and some selected Developing Countries
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Source: Mahmoud, 2003:55 

 
The expected dynamic benefits of tariff reductions do not seem to accrue as stipulated 
by economic theory. Table 30 shows that through the regimes since 1975/79 until 
1995/2001 agricultural value added as a proportion of GDP between the regimes 
increased minimally from 35% in 1980/85 to 39.8% in 1986/94 and 39.6% in 
1996/2000; and growth of agricultural value-added rose from 2.59% in 1980/85 to 
3.81% in 1986/94 and 4.4% in 1996/2000. Obviously, with economies of scale arising 
from tariff reductions, more machinery may be imported and levels of processing of 
agricultural produce may be undertaken and encouraged resulting in growth of 
agricultural value-added. Generally crop production increased substantially between 
1990 and 2000. The increases are attributable are however attributable to good 
seasons of rainfall and other non-trade and tariff measures. “The increases come 
mainly from millions of small scale farmers using mainly traditional manual and 
improved manual technologies … the positive developments in the performance of 
the agricultural sector is attributed to a host of factors amongst which are supply of 
high quality seeds/seedling, low incidence of pests and diseases, improved post 
harvest handling, and intensification of on-farm research efforts by some extension 
service agencies” (ECG, 2002: 7-21).  Although domestic resource intensity of the 
agricultural sector is very high and seems to imply that tariff movements may not 
directly explain movements in agricultural productivity, evidence increasingly point 
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to the fact that there are probably more binding constraints facing the real sector than 
trade policy can explain; perhaps issues associated with public service delivery, 
governance, cost structure, risks and uncertainty.  Evidence shows that the Nigerian 
economy is suffering from negative real per capita GDP growth rate, declining real 
GDP growth rate3, lack of structural diversification as agriculture and mining being 
the primary sectors, exports stagnated and largely declined in both volume and value 
as Nigeria consistently lost shares, increased population meant increasing food 
shortages leading to rising food imports (which now account for about 14.5% of total 
imports), agriculture stagnated on account of neglect and the impact of the Dutch 
disease4, abysmally low total factor productivity, low level of capacity utilizations 
induced mainly by policy distortions and persistent policy instability, high degree of 
volatility in the economy, low level of private sector investment per capita, fiscal 
volatility transmitted almost directly to the money supply, inflation and real exchange 
rate, poor services delivery and inefficiency in collection of revenue or services 
delivery charges. Corruption, for instance, deters international trade significantly. Wei 
(2002) and Tamirisa and Wei (2000) concludes that foreign investors are averse to 
corruption and that corruption acts more like non-tariff barriers than as a lubricant to 
international trade. Fisman and Svensson (1999) found that the negative effect of 
bribery on firm growth is more than three times greater than that of taxation on 
growth. These are impediments to production efficiency in Nigeria, which are beyond 
trade policy. The cost of doing business in unnecessarily high, rendering Nigerian 
production of many items less competitive than those in eight other countries, 
including six in Africa, for which data were obtained using the same survey 
instrument and methodology (Fine, 2001).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
3World Bank (2003) indicates that Nigeria loses about 0.48 percent in real per-capita growth, relative to the performance of the 
fastest growing nations, due to the quality of governance and respect for property rights.    
4 Nigeria is suffering form the economic ravages wrought by Dutch Disease, further aggravated by a misguided development 
strategy and bad macroeconomic policy. The Dutch disease emanating from adverse economic effects of a dominant resource, in 
this case oil. 
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Table 30: Trade Policy Regimes and Growth of the re al sector in Nigeria 
 
Item  1975 –79 1980-85 1986-94 1995-2001 
GDP growth 6.26 

 
-3.79 

 
4.43 

 
2.94 

 
Manufacturing Value 
Added/GDP 

    10.76 
 

8.54 8.03 6.26 

Growth of 
Manufacturing Value-
Added 

23.74* 
 

7.41 
 

2.54 
 

-0.19 
 

Agric Value 
Added/GDP (%) 

  - 
 

35.34 
 

39.80 
 

39.63 
 

Industry/GDP (%) -  24.1 21.37 18.77 
Build & Construct 
/GDP (%) 

- 3.4 1.95 2.033 

Trade/GDP (%) - 13.5 12.99 11.76 
Service/GDP (%) - 21.8 23.91 27.69 
Growth of Agric Value 
Added 

  - 
 

2.59 
 

3.81 
 

4.43 
 

Manuf./Non-oil Exports-
-% 

11.79   15.61    12.13 - 

Non-oil/Total Exports 
(%) 

    14.91 
 

     3.41  
 

    4.54  
 

    2.33  

Manufacturing 
/Total Exports (%) 

     2.17 
 

    0.41  
 

    0.37  
 

     0.65  
 

Average tariff (%)       Over 50     33.6    33.53     26.7 
 

Note: * calculated with data for 1977-79. 
Source: Calculated with data from Central Bank of Nigeria’s Annual Report and Statement of Accounts, (Various 
Issues); Soludo, Oji and Agu, 2003. 

 

4.10 Effective Rate of Protection for Agriculture 

 
In discussing levels of protection, economists apply the concept of effective 
protection rates. It provides a much more valid measure of actual protection since it 
establishes the degree of protection being provided for the value added created by 
domestic industry and manufacturing in a given product. Effective rate of protection 
gives a better of sense of the actual protection tariffs provide to local protection than 
do nominal tariff rates. It measures the overall protection by taking into account 
protection on both inputs and final products. Comparing Effective rates of protection 
across sectors and products quickly reveals those that for various reasons are 
considered the most sensitive. Very often high effective protection attests to 
inefficiency. The industry in question requires high effective protection to compete 
against imports. Prolonging such protection indefinitely, however, usually embeds 
such inefficiency more deeply (Fine, 2001). Table 31 and 32 show that nominal 
protection and effective rates of protection will decline.  
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Table 31: Nominal Protection Rates Accorded by Customs and Excise Tariffs5 
 
Sectors 1984 1986 1988 1994 1995 2001 
Agricultural Goods 40 23 31 23 23 25 
Manufactured Goods 35 26 34 34 25 26 
Capital Goods 29 21 17 16 13 16 
Intermediate Goods 31 22 26 31 18 22 
Consumer Goods 43 35 54 48 39 37 
Food, Beverages and 
Tobacco 

43 37 38 39 37 36 

Textiles, Leather 48 42 70 54 43 41 
Paper, Printing 
Materials 

29 23 27 21 17 19 

Chemicals, Petroleum 29 19 21 28 15 19 
Metal Products, 
Machinery 

30 20 22 22 17 20 

Basic Metal Industries 29 17 26 34 16 20 
Source: Soludo and Adenikinju, 1997:15. 
 
 
Table 32: Effective Tariff Protection- Aggregate Model 

 
 
Sector 

Nominal Tariff Rate Effective Rate of Protection 
1990 1998 1990 1998 

Crops 26.5 27.0 32.67 34.82 
Other Agriculture 36.8 23.8 135.46 43.06 
Mining & Quarrying 29.0 15.0 -52.22 87.62 
Manufactures 36.0 24.0 -6.08 -6.57 
Source: Ogunkola, 2003: 152 

 
Disaggregated along product lines, effective rates of protection for most commodities 
were higher than nominal rates, but not much higher. Sorghum however had very high 
effective rates both in 1990 and 1998, and cocoa and palm products, which had 
negative rates of protection, indicating that they were taxed by the tariff structure. 
 
Table 33: Effective Rates of Protection for Nigerian Agriculture, 1990 and 1998 
 

 
Sector 

Nominal Tariff Rate Effective Rate of Protection 
1990 1998 1990 1998 

Annual Crops 
Maize 20.0 24.0 20.9 25.4 
Wheat 20.0 8.0 21.0 7.8 
Rice 20.0 40.0 20.3 42.4 
Millet 20.0 48.0 21.9 70.6 
Sorghum 100.0 120.5 900.8 146.5.3 
Grain Legume 40.0 36.0 54.2 44.8 
Oil Seed 16.5 26.0 16.6 26.7 
Cassava 45.4 36.0 45.5 36.1 
Other Tuber 45.4 36.0 46.2 36.3 
Vegetables 45.4 36.0 46.3 36.3 
Other Annual Crops 26.0 35.0 34.5 50.9 
Perennial Crops 
Plantain 40.0 36.0 43.1 38.5 
Fruits 40.0 36.0 80.7 65.4 
Rubber 10.0 12.0 11.0 14.2 
Palm Produce 40.0 36.0 -15.8 -16.7 
Cocoa 60.0 20.0 -14.9 -62.1 
Other Perennial Crops 26.0 35.0 35.1 56.6 
Livestock 
Large Livestock 28.0 48.5 -4.4 -4.2 
Small Livestock 26.0 100.5 33.6 -389.8 
Forestry 
Timber 24.0 20.5 38.2 29.9 
Fisheries 
Fish 50.0 40.0 -7.9 -8.0 
Mining & Quarrying 

                                                 
5 Nominal protection is calculated by adjusting the customs duty, plus surcharge, for the effect of the excise on comparable 
domestic products. Unweighted average rates are based on tariff code items. 
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Sector 

Nominal Tariff Rate Effective Rate of Protection 
1990 1998 1990 1998 

Crude Petroleum 10.0 12.0 22.6 35.3 
Natural Gas 20.0 20.0 -213.6 -209.9 
Other Mining 36.0 17.5 -42.1 169.1 
Manufacturing 
Food Processing 38.5 29.5 -5.8 -6.1 
Beverages & Tobacco 200.0 72.0 -7.5 -7.9 
Textile 29.0 41.0 -3.7 -3.5 
Leather 31.5 25.0 -19.8 -26.9 
Wood Product 29.5 22.5 108.3 45.4 
Paper 29.5 12.0 -28.7 11.8 
Refined Petrol 20.0 20.0 55.9 42.1 
Chemicals 6.5 7.5 -1387.7 -26.0 
Rubber & Plastics 39.0 26.0 -7.8 -8.9 
Basic Metal 41.0 15.0 0.2 0.3 
Machinery & Equipment 45.0 33.0 -8.7 -7.8 
Miscellaneous Manufacturing  54.0 28.5 -4.9 -5.3 

Source: Ogunkola, 2003 

 
Following tariff harmonization in ECOWAS, Nigeria’s tariffs will have to drop from 
an average of 27.6% in 2001 to the UEMOA average of 12.1%.  Agriculture and 
manufacturing will experience the steepest decline as average tariff in agriculture will 
drop from 23.2% to 10.8%; manufacturing drops from 28.1% to 12.3%. 
 
Table 34: Nigeria & UEMOA: Unweighted Average Tariff Rates, % 
 

 Nigeria 2001 UEMOA 
Maximum Tariff Rate 100% 20% 
Mean Tariff rate 
Of which: 

27.6 12.1 

Agriculture 23.2 10.8 
Mining 14.2 5.0 
Manufacturing  28.1 12.3 

 
Impact of such harmonization on effective protection show that many firms will face 
lower protection than they used to face under Nigeria tariff regimes. According to 
ECG (2001), effective protection based on cost data from a sample of 123 firms in 
Nigeria will drop from 82% to 34%.  
 

Weighted Average Tariff on: 
     Output   Inputs   
 %ERP 
Nigeria        42%      18%      
82% 
UEMOA         18%       9%        
34% 
 
 
4.11 Complementary Measures to Tariff Harmonization 

 
Soludo (2003) lists the major poor policy errors of the past which must be addressed 
if regional integration arrangement is to generate authentic development of the region. 
Within the framework of a regional agricultural policy framework these problems 
must be addressed:  
• Poor information and capabilities on the part of policy makers, neglect of 

lessons from other regions, insufficient data, inability to withstand analytical 
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pressure from outside agencies and experts, weak negotiation in and preparation 
for WTO membership and so on 

• Lack of clear industrial policy objectives, conflicts with other objectives 
• Excessive and prolonged protection not offset by export promotion measures 

or pressures that would provide incentives for learning and upgrading 
• Inadequate domestic competition policies to stimulate technological 

upgrading, permit the entry of dynamic new enterprises and enforce 
competitive behavior 

• Lack of coherence between product and factor market policies, such as 
education and training, technology support, capital markets and export 
promotion 

• Inability to target and attract FDI into efficient manufacturing and facilitate 
the upgrading  

• Weak, often non-existent, institutional structure for supporting capability 
development: training institutions, effective quality and standards bodies, 
R&D support and SME extension services; practically no linkages between 
institutions that do exist and the industrial sector 

• Lack of involvement of industrialists in policy design and implementation  
• No monitoring of industrial policy and its effects, no flexibility in adapting 

policies to changing world market and technological conditions  
• Weak legal structures to facilitate property rights and contract, dispute 

resolution and so on 
• Widespread and constant political intervention, corruption at all levels, lack of 

commitment and infighting by bureaucrats and leaders. 
  
The above lists of policy lapses are corroborated in recent policy dialogues on the 
challenges of trade and macroeconomic reforms in Nigeria where stakeholders and 
policymakers identify the areas of concern and the way forward. Part of the emerging 
consensus is summarized in the World Bank et al (2000: 209) and includes five most 
pressing policy actions:  
• anchor export orientation on competitive and stable real currencies (sustained 

real exchange rate competitiveness); 
• make trade reforms credible and effective—by administering effective 

compensating mechanisms to exporters, cutting red tape, and ensuring best 
practice customs clearance; 

•  integrate further trade policy reform with national ‘business plan’ for 
economic diversification, and the elements of the business plan should cover 
infrastructure, public service delivery, human capital development, stable and 
competitive exchange rates, and investment strategies—especially for small 
and medium enterprises; 

• Mainstream regionalism in a new way—open regionalism to enlarge the 
economic space and lock in trade and other reforms to boost their credibility—
and regional convergence criteria for macroeconomic, regulatory, and 
infrastructure reforms; Base all this on a consultative process—between 
government and the private sector. 
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Section 5 
 

SUMMARY OF CRITICAL ISSUES AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS 

FOR ECOWAS COMMON AGRICULTURAL POLICY FRAMEWORK 

 
This section summarizes and concludes the analysis of Nigerian agriculture vis-à-vis 
ECOWAS common agricultural policy framework. It highlights the findings from the 
national-level diagnosis of Nigerian agriculture as well as the scenarios from the 
regional level analysis of ECOWAS agriculture and regional integration policies. It 
derives the key implications for regional agricultural development and outlines the 
critical lessons and directions for maximizing the beneficial impact of regional 
common agricultural policy on the individual countries and the regional at large.  

 

5.1 NIGERIA’S STRATEGIC INTERESTS IN ECOWAS COMMON 
AGRICULTURAL POLICY AGENDA 

 

This section highlights the key issues and findings from the analysis of Nigerian 
agriculture in the context of West African agriculture and from the perspective of 
regional integration stance of ECOWAS. 
 
5.1.1 Nigeria’s national strategic interests and goals for regional agriculture 

policy 
 
Our analysis shows that Nigeria should pursue definite national strategic interests in 
the regional agricultural policy framework. These interests cover both cross-cutting 
and agriculture-specific goals. It is vital for Nigeria to ensure the rationalization and 
harmonization of tariffs so as to protect the country, and indeed the region, from the 
dumping of sub-standard commodities thereby undermining incentives for production 
in the local industry and agriculture. It is in Nigeria’s economic interest to seek 
common commodity marketing arrangements including institutional and pricing 
agreements, so as to protect farmers’ revenue, and enhance export earnings from 
crops and products in the region and work towards a common platform for bi-lateral 
and multi-lateral agricultural trade negotiations with non-members of the region, as 
well as to present a common regional position on the treatment of agricultural 
products from the region during WTO negotiations. Nigeria should also be concerned 
with the common infrastructure services such as irrigation water management, hydro-
electric power generation and distribution, market information services, etc; and a 
common framework for tackling the problem of informal trans-border trade in 
agricultural products and smuggling with its associated loss of revenue by affected 
member countries.  
 
Nigeria should give priority to regional framework for research collaboration, 
networking and monitoring of regional agricultural research to enhance relevance and 
applicability. Priority research areas should include regional market development 
(market infrastructure, market information system, etc), trans-boundary pests, 
informal agricultural trade in border communities, regional commodity price 
stabilization instruments, and biotechnology in regional agriculture and enhancing 
market access to the developed world markets for agricultural products by leveraging 
on a common platform for negotiations and action. This objective is consistent with 
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NEPAD principles of promoting partnership in accessing developed countries 
markets. Regional common market helps to increase the volume and value of 
agricultural production and exports of processed and semi-processed products thereby 
encouraging the growth of the domestic agribusiness sector. Through the regional 
agricultural policy framework, Nigeria can also elicit greater foreign capital inflows 
into Nigerian agriculture through joint venture projects, establishment of common 
marketing infrastructures and processing facilities in the country to serve the region, 
and attracting more private sector operators and multi-national enterprises to take 
advantage of her agricultural raw-material endowments 
 
5.1.2 Weaknesses of Nigeria agriculture which Nigeria should seek to alleviate 

through Regional Common Agricultural Policy 
 
Maximizing Nigeria’s benefit from regional common agricultural policy lies with the 
extent to which the weaknesses besetting her agricultural sector are alleviated through 
regional policy instruments. Such weaknesses include low productivity, yield gaps, 
low adoption and unsustained use of modern inputs and technologies, low levels of 
value-added, poor intra-sector linkages, low market orientation and responsiveness, 
poor and inefficient inputs and technologies, lack of adequate managerial, 
entrepreneurial and technical capacities, non competitiveness (in terms of price and 
quality) of some her agricultural commodities and weak private sector involvement in 
agriculture. 
 
5.1.3 Nigerian perspective on potential approaches and instruments for Common 

Agricultural Policy Framework 
 
Given the current state of Nigerian agriculture and the potential benefits from 
ECOWAS common agricultural policy, it is reasonable for Nigeria to work towards 
the liberalization and promotion of competitive international trade within the sub-
region, thereby, minimizing governments’ administrative control of external trade of 
the sub-region and the use of appropriate tariff regulations to promote agricultural 
exports and discouraging non-essential imports, as well as the promotion of local 
sourcing of raw-materials within the sub-region. Also, regional mechanisms are 
required to minimize agricultural commodities smuggling and illegal trade within the 
sub-region and promote the establishment and/or coordination of already existing 
relevant institutions (in plant/animal quarantine, gene-banking, biotechnology, etc) to 
ensure that only clean and disease-, weed- and pest/disease-free biotic materials enter 
the sub-region 
 
5.1.4 Nigeria’s domestic agricultural policies and approaches to ensure maximum 

benefits from Common Agricultural Policy 
 
The potential impact of ECOWAS common agricultural policy on individual 
countries depends on the quality and complementing nature of domestic policies and 
institutional responses. To derive maximum advantage from the common agricultural 
policy stance of ECOWAS, Nigeria should necessarily improve her domestic policy 
environment for agricultural sector. Important concerns include accelerating 
agricultural productivity and incomes and overall growth of the sector in a sustainable 
way, by improving research, extension and farmer linkages to improve technology 
dissemination and adoption and ensure sustainable management of the agricultural-
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natural resource base. Measures are necessary to increase outputs through greater 
productivity rather than from expanding farmlands or herd size. This entails 
strengthening linkages between production and markets and tying agricultural 
technology transfer to commercial production. Measures are needed to engender 
greater and higher quality private sector participation in agriculture and agribusiness 
development through concessionary and appropriate investment and financial 
incentives, credible and stable policies to ensure market integrity and 
entrepreneurship development. This involves measures to leverage investment 
resources, public spending, modern technologies and new high-quality 
entrepreneurial, managerial and technical capacities for agricultural growth and 
transformation. One important opportunity for private sector role is Nigeria’s 
substantial economic potential in agro-processing and agricultural value adding for 
the large domestic and regional markets.  
 
It is imperative to improve agricultural input and product markets through measures to 
correct failure in factor and product markets in order to improve access to and 
availability of farm inputs, credits and modern technologies and price incentives for 
sustained private sector investments in agriculture. The provision of infrastructure 
(roads, power, water and communications) and market information is important to 
allow markets function efficiently, increase competition and reduce transaction costs 
and unusually high investment risks especially in rural areas. An important policy 
challenge is to foster dynamic backward and forward linkages within agriculture sub-
sectors of production, processing, storage, preservation and marketing and between 
agriculture and other economic sectors (manufacturing, services, commerce, etc). This 
involves the development of agro-based value-adding rural enterprises such as input- 
and service-related rural commercial enterprises, agro-processing and marketing 
enterprises, rural infrastructure commercial service enterprises and new-niche, high-
value export-targeting agricultural production enterprises. Emphasis should be placed 
on rationalizing incentives structures and public spending in agriculture, strengthen 
regulatory, quality control and institutional framework and improve policy 
coordination. These would create a favourable policy environment and increase 
private sector confidence through greater stakeholder participation in agricultural 
strategy and policy formulation and monitoring, project/programme design and 
implementation. This entails strengthening of farmers’ organizations and the 
constituency for agriculture in the national economy. It is essential that 
macroeconomic and fiscal policies are broadly supportive of the growth and 
development of agriculture. 
 
5.2 CHALLENGES, OPTIONS AND PRIORITIES FOR ECOWAS 

COMMON AGRICULTURAL POLICY 
 
This subsection summarises the challenges, options and possible priorities for 
ECOWAS regional common agricultural policy.  
 
5.2.1 Key Goals, Priorities and Main Orientations of ECOWAS Common 

Agricultural Policy 
 
Regional integration will require goal setting and prioritization. This is because all 
goals are not of equal importance, and as such do not command the same level of 
urgency. Moreover, regional resources are scarce to undertake all goals. 
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Consequently, prioritization is necessary for effective goal attainment. However, the 
key issue becomes how to identify the basis or criteria for prioritizing goals. In this 
regard the criteria for setting goal priorities adopted during the regional workshop on 
a Poverty Reduction Strategy in West Africa (2003) will be utilized. The workshop 
proposed three practical approaches for goal prioritization, with increasing degree of 
importance or priority as follows: 
(i) The first priority or approach is to start with activities or goals that constitute 

natural extension of the mandate of the regional organization, implying that 
they would therefore not require important additional institutional capacity. 
They are usually “quick-yielding” activities that are largely monitoring 
activities or goal programs. They are said to be monitoring goals because they 
essentially entail the monitoring of the execution or implementation of the 
mandate of the regional organization or the logical derivatives of those 
mandates. Important monitoring goal programs in regional agriculture in the 
ECOWAS region would include activities related to the creation, 
management, maintenance, and sustenance of ECOWAS common 
Agricultural market, including markets for agricultural goods, services, inputs, 
exports and imports. Based on this, the first priority goals will be those related 
to the development and management of the ECOWAS agricultural commodity 
and service markets, notably: stabilizing export markets, encouraging the 
development of agricultural inputs and service markets in the region, import 
restrictions and common external tariffs (CET) on agricultural imports, 
agricultural export promotion/ incentives, providing common regional 
platform for trade negotiations, and the design of effective payment 
arrangements for intra-regional agricultural trade. Goal programs in these 
areas will certainly yield immediate impacts within the community to 
showcase the benefits of integration under CAP without requiring additional 
institutional capacity. They largely require monitoring the goals of regional 
mandate in the area of agriculture. 

(ii)  The second strategy proposed by the workshop lies in identifying where 
national strategies may likely be diverging from regional policies, and 
achieving consistencies may improve effectiveness. Divergence between 
national and regional policies likely arises in the presence of “regional public 
goods” (or “regional public bads”) such as infectious diseases control, roads, 
energy, telecommunication, trans-boundary pests and diseases of crops and 
livestock, cross-border crime control, conflicts, etc. These regional public 
goods are non-rival and non-excludable in that their consumption by any one 
country does not reduce the amount available for others; and, once they are 
provided, no one country in the region can be effectively be excluded from 
consuming them. This free-rider problem stemming from the asymmetric 
distribution of benefits of regional public goods therefore creates differing 
incentives for their provision by the countries in the region (Nwuke, 2004). 
Such differing incentives may range from active to inactive or outright 
indifference to their provision by the respective governments depending on the 
amount of benefits each country hopes to enjoy from them. These will be 
reflected in differing prioritization of national programs relative to their 
provision, and hence the divergence between national policies and regional 
priorities. In order to achieve consistency or minimize divergence in this area, 
regional goals should aim at providing such regional public goods that are 
necessary for agricultural development in the region. Regional goals in this 



 

 

109

area of priority will include the control of trans-boundary pests and diseases of 
crops/ livestock, prevention of illegal cross-border trade in agricultural 
products, and cross-border crime control, provision of regional infrastructure 
for agricultural growth- for example energy, roads, telecommunications, 
hydro-power, water and irrigation, harmonizing regulatory frameworks for 
private sector development, especially quality control, standardization, and 
marketing arrangements. As expected these activities may involve significant 
amount of resources, which may often be beyond the means of the regional 
body. Nwuke (2004) provides an excellent discussion of the options for 
financing the provision of regional public goods available to regional 
groupings in Africa. 

(iii)  Lastly, activities or goals may be selected on the basis of their net long-term 
value-added to agricultural development and poverty reduction in the region. 
These are activities with the highest poverty and social impacts in the context 
of regional agricultural development. Examples of such activities or goals 
would include combating infectious diseases, and preventing conflicts. Based 
on the foregoing analysis table 2.1 summarizes framework for prioritizing the 
goal orientations of an ECOWAS- CAP. 

 
Table 37: Summary of Goal Priorities/ Orientations of ECOWAS –CAP. 
 
Criteria/ Basis Priority Goal Areas. 
Monitoring/Mandate activities Regional agricultural market development: 

Exports market stabilization, input markets, 
exports promotion and diversification, intra-
regional trade, payment arrangements, private 
sector development, quality monitoring and 
competitiveness, import tariffs, common 
negotiating platform, etc. Also important is 
regional market information systems such as 
dissemination networks of public data on 
agricultural markets for use by farmers and 
traders  

Policy divergence stemming from 
Regional Pubic Goods (RPGs) 

Regional public goods provision: Control of 
trans-boundary agricultural pests and diseases, 
roads, telecommunication, irrigation and 
damming infrastructure, control of smuggling 
and cross-border crime, regulatory frameworks 
for private sector development, other RPGs. 

Long-term value added to 
Regional agricultural 
development. 

High social impacts: Combating infectious 
diseases, e.g. HIV/AIDs, Conflict prevention, 
Peace-building, etc. 

 
5.2.2 Thematic issues and concerns for regional agricultural policy  
 
Certain thematic issues and concerns yield immediate benefits, whereas others yield 
benefits that are of a longer term in nature. The issues and concerns whose benefits 
are more immediate are those related to the monitoring or mandate goal areas of 
priority of ECOWAS – CAP, earlier discussed. Issues and concerns falling under this 
category will yield quick and immediate benefits to member states. Such thematic 
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issues and concerns usually constitute a natural extension of the mandate of 
ECOWAS as a regional organization.  Addressing such issues will therefore not 
require additional institutional capacity, but rather the concerted political will and co-
operation of members to execute and monitor the mandate activities involved in 
regional agricultural development. Issues and concerns under this area are those 
related to the development of a common regional agricultural market. Consequently, 
such thematic issues include agricultural information systems development, private 
sector development, encouragement of inputs production and marketing, financing, 
and export promotion. All these are important ingredients in the development and 
strengthening of a common regional agricultural market. For example, the 
development of an efficient agricultural information system will facilitate exchange 
activities and regional trade through the prompt provision of information for decision-
making. Also, private sector development will lead to the healthy growth of a regional 
agricultural market, as agriculture is largely a private sector-driven activity. Programs 
to encourage the growth of the private sector may include the encouragement of 
regional private sector trade and business associations, such as the West African 
Chamber of Commerce, Industry, and Agriculture; West African Manufacturers 
Association; West African Cocoa Alliance, and other Federated regional trade 
associations of significance to Agriculture and Rural Development. Of all these 
however, the development of the private sector, and regional agricultural information 
system will provide greater maximum benefits to members in the immediate period. 
This is because these two thematic areas have the capacity and potentials to engender 
activities and development of other areas. 
 
There are also thematic issues and concerns that may not yield direct immediate 
benefits, but which are none-the-less required for the effective functioning of markets. 
In other words, they are required for the effective functioning of regional agricultural 
markets, as well as for facilitating those issues and concerns that yield immediate 
benefits to the member states. The thematic issues and concerns in this category have 
regional public goods characteristics (Nwuke, 2004). They include agricultural 
research and extension, capacity building, and regional infrastructure development, 
control of trans-boundary agricultural pests and diseases, and control of transhumance 
activities. Agricultural extension should ideally be a country-level issue, but 
agricultural research is a regional public good although priorities may differ from, 
country to country. There is need for institutional networking and the development of 
common infrastructures for agricultural research in the region.  Capacity building is 
also one critical area that will enhance regional competitiveness especially in 
research, policy formulation, and institutional delivery. Regional infrastructure 
development and the control of trans-boundary pests and diseases will undoubtedly 
improve agricultural productivity, trade and competitiveness in the region.  
 
Regional market information systems provide farmers with knowledge of market 
outlook and so help them to plan their production, harvesting and sales according to 
market demand. Knowledge about prices and market conditions in present and future 
periods enables traders to make decisions on where, how and when to purchase and 
sell their products. Public market information systems can greatly benefit small 
farmers or traders in the region who lack the scale economies to gather such 
information on their own account (World Bank, 2002b). 
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Another important feature of regional market development to be pursued is grading 
and standardisation. Grading (the classifications of a product based on quantifiable 
and verifiable attributes) and standardisation (rules of measurement of product grades) 
are crucial for separating similar products into categories and describing them with 
consistent terminology/nomenclature. Product evaluation defined by grading and 
standardisation helps to reduce information costs by allowing market actors to 
contract remotely through commodity specification rather than through on-site visual 
inspection (World Bank, 2002b). It predisposes the products to certification, increases 
confidence in the market functioning and leads to expansion in markets by allowing 
common standards and agricultural price and quantity comparisons across markets in 
respective ECOWAS countries and hence boosting intra-regional trade in agricultural 
products. These have regional public goods attributes and their provision is imperative 
for the healthy development of the regional agricultural market and to facilitate the 
monitoring and mandate activities under ECOWAS common agricultural policy. 
 
5.2.3 Nigeria’s areas of comparative and competitive advantage that can be 

leveraged in relation to the ECOWAS Common Agricultural Policy 
 
Nigeria’s areas of comparative and competitive advantage can only be identified and 
understood within the context of her peculiar agricultural economy in the ECOWAS 
sub-region. Her agricultural economy features the following peculiar resources, 
capacity, ability, and ecosystem endowments in the region: 
i) Nigeria contains about half of the ECOWAS population and by implication 

the same amount of its labor force.  
ii)  Nigeria has about 53 percent of the arable land in the sub-region. 
iii)  Nigeria is a multi-agro-ecosystem and multi- agro-ecological country. It 

contains virtually all the important agro-ecological zones in the region thereby 
helping her to maintain considerable ecological diversity, biological diversity, 
and crop diversification. She produces (or is capable of producing) virtually all 
the major crops and livestock, and a wide range of the minor crops in the 
region. 

iv) Nigeria contributes between one-third and half of the ECOWAS GDP 
annually. 

v) Nigeria is a major oil-producing country, and perhaps the only one in the 
region. 

vi) Nigeria has a wide range of different agricultural research institutes, with 
mandates ranging from food crops, tree crops, livestock and veterinary 
production, forest protection, and water management and irrigation 
development. In addition she has 3 universities of Agriculture and several 
faculties of agriculture and veterinary medicine in over 35 federal and state 
universities. 

vii)  In terms of institutional endowments, Nigeria is playing host to the 
internationally acclaimed international agricultural research institute with the 
global mandate for research on tropical agriculture- the International Institute 
of Tropical Agriculture, Ibadan. Moreover about four other international 
agricultural research institutes under the CGIAR system operate in the 
country. 

viii)  Nigeria also has a wide array of national agricultural research and training 
institutions, which supports her state-wide agricultural extension systems. 
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ix) Nigeria also has a lot of water resources (for basin development), which can 
be used to support regional hydroelectric power and irrigation in a 
collaborative manner. 

x) Nigeria has well-trained human resources in agriculture and related areas both 
at home and in the Diaspora; a vibrant civil service that is technologically 
responsive; teeming population of unemployed (but employable or self-
employable) graduates; and a receptive farming population. 

xi) There is low use of inorganic fertilizers in Nigerian agriculture, implying that 
her major export crops are organically produced. 

 
Studies by Ikpi (2000) and NESG (2003) have shown that Nigeria has considerable 
potential within the regional market for the production of virtually all the major crops 
in the region. However, she has greater comparative advantage in the production of 
the following: (a) Cash crops: oil palm, cocoa, cotton, and gum arabic, rubber;  (b) 
food crops: cassava, yam, sorghum, groundnut, and maize; and (c) Livestock: poultry, 
cattle, piggery, and goats/sheep. However, the greatest competitive advantage lies in 
the processing of these products for value adding and export into the regional market. 
 
Nigeria has considerable capacity and endowments to produce inorganic fertilizers for 
the West African market, with her two fertilizer plants located at Onne (Port-
Harcourt) and Kaduna. Her petrochemical endowments and related resources provide 
the raw materials and comparative advantage for fertilizer production in the country 
relative to the region. So, the production and export of inorganic fertilizers into the 
regional market is one viable area of comparative advantage. The same argument goes 
for other agro-chemicals. 
 
Nigeria’s wide array of agricultural research and training institutions can be leveraged 
to provide institutional bases and technical backstopping for common agricultural 
research activities in the region. This can also be useful in building institutional 
capacity and capability of other members in the region. Nigeria can therefore provide 
the co-ordinating secretariat or institutional platform for major research, training, and 
related activities in the region. 
 
In terms of the control of trans-boundary agricultural pests and diseases the 
International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (IITA) based in Nigeria already has 
considerable experience in the biological control of trans-boundary pests and diseases 
in Africa. This experience can be tapped from by making Nigeria (IITA) the co-
ordinating secretariat for research and control of trans-boundary pests and diseases in 
the region. Nigeria has a well-developed veterinary services sector, which can be 
leveraged to provide veterinary drugs manufacturing plants and associated services in 
the region. 
 
5.2.4 Existing and potential regional devices/mechanisms and institutional spaces 

for increasing private sector and civil society role in agricultural policy and 
agricultural sector  

 
Regional devices/ mechanisms and institutional spaces for increasing private sector 
and civil society role in agricultural development in the region are many and varied. 
One is the through the encouragement of the various federated regional trade and 
business associations, such as the West African Chamber of Commerce, Industry, and 
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Agriculture; West African Manufacturers Association; West African Cocoa Alliance; 
Federation of West African Labor Congress and other Federated regional trade 
associations of significance to Agriculture and Rural Development. Where these do 
not presently exist, they should be encouraged. The other institutional bases are those 
provided by the various Non-governmental Organizations (NGOs) in the region. 
These are essentially research and advocacy groups in the region with focus on 
specific areas of agriculture and rural development in West Africa such as the 
environment, water, energy, forestry, specific government policies, poverty, gender, 
technology etc. NGOs are private sector and civil society organizations formed to 
advance their specific issues and concerns. It is difficult to provide a comprehensive 
listing of these institutions because their numbers are increasing by the day. However 
notable examples include the West African Water Institute  (WAWI), West African 
Urban Agriculture Network, Nigerian Economic Summit Group (NESG), etc. 
 
In terms of potential institutions, there is need for the institutionalization of a 
community-wide Agricultural Commodity Market Information system (ACMIS) to 
enable members take strategic decisions on developments in the export market. This 
will help to avert the unfortunate situation experienced in June 2003, when cotton 
producers in the region had to canvass the support from their counterparts in East 
Africa to jointly petition the WTO over unfavorable trade policies (mainly subsidies) 
in the European market. Also, in terms of potential institutional platforms, there is 
need for the creation of a joint ECOWAS- private sector Agricultural Commission to 
manage the policy and provisions of the CAP especially those relating to intra-
regional trade, export promotion, private sector development, multilateral trade 
negotiations, as well as to foster the provision of regional public goods (RPGs) for 
agricultural development. 
 
5.2.5 Possible Roles for Nigeria can play in the dynamic agricultural integration 

of the ECOWAS zone  
 
Given her size, resources, capacities, and endowments, Nigeria can play the following 
peculiar roles in the dynamic integration of the ECOWAS agricultural sector. Nigeria 
can provide the co-ordinating and convening secretariat for the initial talks on 
agricultural policy harmonization, as well as the technical backstopping necessary for 
setting realistic goals, targets, performance-monitoring indicators. Nigeria’s 
experience from participating (and often leading) several sub-regional arrangements 
will serve her in good stead here. Nigeria’s (IITA’s) experience in biological control 
of trans-boundary pests in African agriculture can be used to provide the institutional 
platform for the control of major trans-boundary agricultural pests/ diseases in the 
region. Nigeria can supply the regional market with agro-chemicals and fertilizers 
because of her comparative advantage in the production of these inputs due to her 
petro-chemical endowments. Nigeria has reached advanced stage in the formation of 
purely private sector-led Commodity exchange markets. This can be exploited as the 
basis for the management of the proposed ECOWAS Agricultural Commodity Market 
Information system (ACMIS) to provide vital information for agricultural markets in 
the region. Nigeria’s agricultural institutional endowments can be exploited to provide 
the platform for a regional agricultural research network to develop a regional agenda 
for agricultural research. 
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5.2.6 The Role of Convergence or Divergence of Macroeconomic and Trade 
Policies  

 
The prospect of ECOWAS common agricultural policy depends on the synergy of 
macroeconomic policy stance across countries especially on critical issues as 
exchange rate and trade policies. Regional agricultural development requires the right 
macroeconomic framework in individual countries and throughout ECOWAS, hence 
the need for convergence-promoting approaches and instruments. The main objectives 
of macroeconomic convergence comprise the reduction of public deficits and 
inflation, the control of public debt to an acceptable level and a good management of 
the external reserves. The future of macro-economic policy co-ordination within 
ECOWAS remains at the forefront of the regional integration agenda, as macro-
economic policy remains the exclusive domain of individual countries. In recent 
times, however, ECOWAS has been making attempts at coordinating fiscal, monetary 
and exchange rate policies of member states, to ensure macro-economic policy 
convergence among member countries. It is necessary to realign country economic 
policies with the ECOWAS convergence criteria, rather than having macroeconomic 
policies in counteracting directions. Regional agricultural trade, agricultural 
competitiveness and agricultural sector performance in a globalizing world are closely 
tied to the prospects of convergence of macroeconomic policies, trade regimes and 
institutional development in ECOWAS. Hence, ECOWAS common agricultural 
policy can only be meaningfully developed taking into account the state of 
convergence or divergence of macroeconomic and trade policies.  
 
Overall, the ECOWAS common agricultural policy framework has potential for 
improving the international environment for economic growth in Nigeria. Several key 
international and regional trade negotiations are ongoing in which Nigeria has 
important stakes. They include the Economic Partnership Agreements with the EU 
and the Doha Round of WTO negotiations. By virtue of Nigeria’s dominance of 
ECOWAS economic and political landscape, its role in economic integration is 
crucial. Progress in economic integration including the common agricultural policy is 
potentially necessary to provide a solid building block for effective alliance for the 
international negotiations. 
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Annex 1a: Harvest area (ha) data for crops in Nigeria (1980-2003) 

 

Crop 1980 1981 1982 average 1980-1982 1983 1984 198 5 
average 1983 -
1985 1986 1987 1988 

average 1986 -
1988 

maize 465,000 438,000 556,000 486,333 1,058,000 1,050,000 1,556,000 1,221,333 2,800,000 3,408,000 3,212,000 3,140,000 

Millet 2,824,000 1,708,000 1,698,000 2,076,667 1,773,000 2,133,000 2,346,000 2,084,000 3,917,000 3,829,000 3,563,000 3,769,667 

sorghum 3,286,000 2,076,500 2,290,000 2,550,833 2,280,000 4,410,000 4,862,000 3,850,667 5,147,000 5,131,000 4,776,000 5,018,000 

Rice 550,000 600,000 600,000 583,333 630,000 650,000 670,000 650,000 700,000 745,000 1,041,000 828,667 

cassava 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,250,000 1,216,667 1,100,000 1,259,000 1,075,000 1,144,667 1,095,000 1,288,000 1,347,000 1,243,333 

Yam 498,000 926,000 956,000 793,333 888,000 816,000 840,000 848,000 924,000 751,000 935,000 870,000 

cocoyam 65,000 85,000 85,000 78,333 70,000 68,000 70,000 69,333 91,000 83,000 127,000 100,333 

potatoes 5,500 5,600 5,900 5,667 6,000 7,000 7,000 6,667 7,600 7,500 7,300 7,467 

Gnut 563,000 650,000 497,000 570,000 650,000 600,000 594,000 614,667 793,000 597,000 707,000 699,000 

sesame 135,000 140,000 145,000 140,000 100,000 103,300 116,700 106,667 104,700 85,500 90,000 93,400 

cocoa 700,000 700,000 700,000 700,000 700,000 700,000 700,000 700,000 700,000 700,000 700,000 700,000 

cotton 476,000 445,000 429,000 450,000 405,000 405,000 220,000 343,333 285,000 320,000 360,000 321,667 

coffee 7,000 6,000 6,000 6,333 6,000 8,000 12,000 8,667 2,400 3,000 4,000 3,133 

tobacco 20,680 16,266 16,060 17,669 13,550 19,000 19,500 17,350 20,000 21,000 21,000 20,667 

plantain 180,000 180,000 180,000 180,000 180,000 181,000 185,500 182,167 187,200 143,000 118,000 149,400 

mango 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 80,000 

coconut 32,000 35,000 38,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 34,500 34,833 34,500 34,500 35,000 34,667 

oil palm 2,300,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,100,000 1,900,000 2,200,000 2,200,000 2,100,000 2,220,000 2,300,000 2,250,000 2,256,667 

rubber 73,000 73,000 73,000 73,000 73,000 73,000 73,000 73,000 73,000 73,000 130,000 92,000 
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Annex 1a: Harvest area (ha) data for crops in Nigeria (1980-2003) contd. 
 

Crop 
 

1989 1990 1991 
average 1989 -
1991 1992 1993 1994 

average 1992 -
1994 1995 1996 1997 

average 1995 -
1997 

maize  3,590,000 5,104,000 5,142,000 4,612,000 5,223,000 5,309,000 5,426,000 5,319,333 5,472,000 4,273,400 4,200,000 4,648,467 

Millet  4,067,000 4,778,000 4,560,000 4,468,333 4,367,000 4,850,000 5,007,000 4,741,333 5,107,000 5,356,000 5,487,000 5,316,667 

sorghum  4,953,700 4,185,000 5,538,000 4,892,233 5,474,000 5,605,000 5,738,000 5,605,667 6,095,000 6,191,000 6,589,000 6,291,667 

Rice  1,652,000 1,208,000 1,652,000 1,504,000 1,664,000 1,564,000 1,714,000 1,647,333 1,796,000 1,784,200 2,048,000 1,876,067 

cassava  1,639,778 1,634,130 2,551,000 1,941,636 2,755,000 2,844,000 2,927,000 2,842,000 2,944,000 2,946,000 2,697,400 2,862,467 

Yam  921,000 1,276,000 1,639,000 1,278,667 1,743,000 1,906,000 2,031,000 1,893,333 2,118,000 2,172,000 2,169,890 2,153,297 

cocoyam  137,000 141,000 166,000 148,000 188,000 213,000 226,000 209,000 229,000 245,000 258,240 244,080 

potatoes  8,300 7,700 9,400 8,467 10,400 11,400 12,900 11,567 13,600 20,000 21,000 18,200 

Gnut  800,000 707,000 1,127,000 878,000 1,046,000 1,121,000 1,571,000 1,246,000 1,767,000 2,266,000 2,251,500 2,094,833 

sesame  100,000 110,000 115,000 108,333 122,100 129,400 126,700 126,067 133,000 139,000 140,000 137,333 

cocoa  708,000 715,000 726,000 716,333 730,000 735,000 751,000 738,667 788,000 739,000 739,000 755,333 

cotton  353,000 575,000 643,000 523,667 653,000 362,000 411,000 475,333 431,000 451,973 422,000 434,991 

coffee  3,400 3,600 4,200 3,733 5,000 6,000 7,400 6,133 7,800 8,200 8,000 8,000 

tobacco  21,220 22,000 22,000 21,740 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 

plantain  189,000 162,000 178,000 176,333 188,000 230,000 246,000 221,333 250,000 256,000 260,000 255,333 

mango  81,000 85,000 88,000 84,667 93,000 98,000 102,000 97,667 106,000 110,000 115,000 110,333 

coconut  35,000 35,500 37,000 35,833 38,000 39,000 39,000 38,667 28,500 31,500 35,400 31,800 

oil palm  2,260,000 2,300,000 2,450,000 2,336,667 2,550,000 2,700,000 2,750,000 2,666,667 2,938,000 2,950,000 2,950,000 2,946,000 

rubber  225,000 225,000 268,000 239,333 268,000 268,000 287,000 274,333 297,000 281,000 292,000 290,000 
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Annex 1a: Harvest area (ha) data for crops in Nigeria (1980-2003) contd. 
 

Crop 
 

1998 1999 2000 average 1998-2000 2001 2002 2003 
average 2001 -
2003 

maize  3,884,000 3,965,000 3,999,000 3,949,333 4,041,000 4,490,000 4,490,000 4,340,333 

Millet  5,596,000 5,603,000 5,814,000 5,671,000 5,855,000 6,162,000 6,162,000 6,059,667 

sorghum  6,635,000 6,678,000 6,885,000 6,732,667 6,933,000 7,068,000 7,068,000 7,023,000 

Rice  2,044,000 2,191,000 2,199,000 2,144,667 2,207,000 3,116,000 3,116,000 2,813,000 

cassava  3,042,500 3,072,000 3,030,000 3,048,167 3,430,000 3,455,000 3,455,000 3,446,667 

Yam  2,625,000 2,708,000 2,742,000 2,691,667 2,914,000 3,017,000 3,017,000 2,982,667 

cocoyam  568,770 571,000 587,000 575,590 594,000 728,000 728,000 683,333 

potatoes  23,000 120,000 125,000 89,333 132,000 175,000 175,000 160,667 

Gnut  2,604,700 2,662,000 2,668,000 2,644,900 2,738,000 2,782,000 2,782,000 2,767,333 

sesame  143,000 143,700 151,000 145,900 153,000 166,000 166,000 161,667 

cocoa  743,000 744,500 966,000 817,833 966,000 1,030,000 1,030,000 1,008,667 

cotton  480,000 514,000 538,000 510,667 542,000 611,000 610,000 587,667 

coffee  8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 6,000 4,340 4,340 4,893 

tobacco  22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 22,000 

plantain  268,000 281,400 282,000 277,133 285,000 285,000 285,000 285,000 

mango  122,000 122,000 125,000 123,000 125,000 125,000 125,000 125,000 

coconut  35,400 35,600 36,000 35,667 36,000 49,000 49,000 44,667 

oil palm  2,950,000 3,000,000 3,080,000 3,010,000 3,180,000 3,180,000 3,180,000 3,180,000 

rubber  296,000 297,500 330,000 307,833 333,000 330,000 330,000 331,000 
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Annex 1b: Triennial growth rate of harvest area data for crops in Nigeria 
 

Crop period (years) average harvest area (hectares)  growth rate (%) 

maize 1980-1982 486,333  

   60.18 

 1983-1985 1,221,333  

   61.1 

 1986-1988 3,140,000  

   31.92 

 1989-1991 4,612,000  

   13.3 

 1992-1994 5,319,333  

   -14.43 

 1995-1997 4,648,467  

   -17.7 

 1998-2000 3,949,333  

   9.08 

 2001-2003 4,340,333  

    

Millet 1980-1982 2,076,667  

   0.35 

 1983-1985 2,084,000  

   44.72 

 1986-1988 3,769,667  

   15.64 

 1989-1991 4,468,333  

   5.76 

 1992-1994 4,741,333  

   10.82 

 1995-1997 5,316,667  

   6.25 

 1998-2000 5,671,000  

   6.41 

 2001-2003 6,059,667  
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Crop period (years) average harvest area (hectares)  growth rate (%) 

sorghum 1980-1982 2,550,833  

   33.76 

 1983-1985 3,850,667  

   23.26 

 1986-1988 5,018,000  

   -2.57 

 1989-1991 4,892,233  

   12.73 

 1992-1994 5,605,667  

   10.9 

 1995-1997 6,291,667  

   6.55 

 1998-2000 6,732,667  

   4.13 

 2001-2003 7,023,000  

    

Rice 1980-1982 583,333  

   10.26 

 1983-1985 650,000  

   21.56 

 1986-1988 828,667  

   44.9 

 1989-1991 1,504,000  

   8.7 

 1992-1994 1,647,333  

   12.19 

 1995-1997 1,876,067  

   12.52 

 1998-2000 2,144,667  

   23.76 

 2001-2003 2,813,000  

    

cassava 1980-1982 1,216,667  

   -6.29 

 1983-1985 1,144,667  

   7.94 

 1986-1988 1,243,333  
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Crop period (years) average harvest area (hectares)  growth rate (%) 

   35.96 

 1989-1991 1,941,636  

   31.68 

 1992-1994 2,842,000  

   0.72 

 1995-1997 2,862,467  

   6.09 

 1998-2000 3,048,167  

   11.56 

 2001-2003 3,446,667  

    

Yam 1980-1982 793,333  

   6.45 

 1983-1985 848,000  

   2.53 

 1986-1988 870,000  

   31.96 

 1989-1991 1,278,667  

   32.46 

 1992-1994 1,893,333  

   12.07 

 1995-1997 2,153,297  

   20 

 1998-2000 2,691,667  

   9.76 

 2001-2003 2,982,667  

    

Gnut 1980-1982 570,000  

   7.27 

 1983-1985 614,667  

   12.06 

 1986-1988 699,000  

   20.39 

 1989-1991 878,000  

   29.53 

 1992-1994 1,246,000  

   40.52 
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Crop period (years) average harvest area (hectares)  growth rate (%) 

 1995-1997 2,094,833  

   20.8 

 1998-2000 2,644,900  

   4.42 

 2001-2003 2,767,333  

    

sesame 1980-1982 140,000  

   -31.25 

 1983-1985 106,667  

   -14.2 

 1986-1988 93,400  

   13.78 

 1989-1991 108,333  

   14.07 

 1992-1994 126,067  

   8.2 

 1995-1997 137,333  

   5.87 

 1998-2000 145,900  

   9.75 

 2001-2003 161,667  

    

cocoa 1980-1982 700,000  

   0 

 1983-1985 700,000  

   0 

 1986-1988 700,000  

   2.28 

 1989-1991 716,333  

   3.02 

 1992-1994 738,667  

   2.21 

 1995-1997 755,333  

   7.64 

 1998-2000 817,833  

   18.92 

 2001-2003 1,008,667  



 

 

110 
Crop period (years) average harvest area (hectares)  growth rate (%) 

    

cotton 1980-1982 450,000  

   -31.07 

 1983-1985 343,333  

   -6.74 

 1986-1988 321,667  

   38.57 

 1989-1991 523,667  

   -10.17 

 1992-1994 475,333  

   -9.27 

 1995-1997 434,991  

   14.82 

 1998-2000 510,667  

   13.1 

 2001-2003 587,667  

    

coffee 1980-1982 6,333  

   26.93 

 1983-1985 8,667  

   -176.64 

 1986-1988 3,133  

   16.07 

 1989-1991 3,733  

   39.13 

 1992-1994 6,133  

   23.34 

 1995-1997 8,000  

   0 

 1998-2000 8,000  

   -63.5 

 2001-2003 4,893  

    

oil palm 1980-1982 2,100,000  

   0 

 1983-1985 2,100,000  

   6.94 
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Crop period (years) average harvest area (hectares)  growth rate (%) 

 1986-1988 2,256,667  

   3.42 

 1989-1991 2,336,667  

   12.37 

 1992-1994 2,666,667  

   9.48 

 1995-1997 2,946,000  

   2.13 

 1998-2000 3,010,000  

   5.35 

 2001-2003 3,180,000  

    

rubber 1980-1982 73,000  

   0 

 1983-1985 73,000  

   20.65 

 1986-1988 92,000  

   61.56 

 1989-1991 239,333  

   12.76 

 1992-1994 274,333  

   5.4 

 1995-1997 290,000  

   5.79 

 1998-2000 307,833  

   7 

 2001-2003 331,000  
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Annex 1c (i): trends in triennial average growth ra te of maize, millet, sorghum and rice harvest area in Nigeria
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Annex 1c (ii): trends in triennial average growth r ate of cassava, yam, groundnut and sesame harvest a rea in Nigeria 
(1980-2003)
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Annex 1c (iii): trends in triennial average growth rate of cocoa, cotton, coffee, oil palm and rubber harvest area in Nigeria 
(1980-2003)

0 0 2.283.022.21
7.64

18.92

-31.07

-6.74

38.57

-10.17-9.27

14.8213.1

26.93

-176.64

16.07

39.13

23.34

0

-63.5

0
6.943.42

12.379.48
2.135.35

0

20.65

61.56

12.76
5.45.79 7

-200

-150

-100

-50

0

50

100

19
80

-1
98

2

19
83

-1
98

5

19
86

-1
98

8

19
89

-1
99

1

19
92

-1
99

4

19
95

-1
99

7

19
98

-2
00

0

20
01

-2
00

3
19

80
-1

98
2

19
83

-1
98

5

19
86

-1
98

8

19
89

-1
99

1

19
92

-1
99

4

19
95

-1
99

7

19
98

-2
00

0

20
01

-2
00

3
19

80
-1

98
2

19
83

-1
98

5

19
86

-1
98

8

19
89

-1
99

1

19
92

-1
99

4

19
95

-1
99

7

19
98

-2
00

0

20
01

-2
00

3
19

80
-1

98
2

19
83

-1
98

5

19
86

-1
98

8

19
89

-1
99

1

19
92

-1
99

4

19
95

-1
99

7

19
98

-2
00

0

20
01

-2
00

3
19

80
-1

98
2

19
83

-1
98

5

19
86

-1
98

8

19
89

-1
99

1

19
92

-1
99

4

19
95

-1
99

7

19
98

-2
00

0

20
01

-2
00

3

cocoa cotton coffee oil palm rubber
growth rate (%)

 



 

 

115 
 
 
 

Annex 1c (iv): trends in triennial average growth r ate of beef, mouton and pork slaughtered in 
Nigeria (1980-2003)
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Annex 1c (v): trends in triennial average growth ra te of chicken, goat meat and poultry meat 
slaughtered in Nigeria (1980-2003)
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Annex 2a: Production (metric tones) data for crops in Nigeria (1980-2003) 

 

Crop 1980 1981 1982 
average 1980 -
1982 1983 1984 1985 

average 1983 -
1985 1986 1987 1988 

average 1986 -
1988 

maize 612,000 720,000 766,000 699,333 1,027,000 1,196,000 1,826,000 1,349,667 3,550,000 4,612,000 5,268,000 4,476,667 

Millet 2,354,000 2,682,000 2,666,000 2,567,333 2,783,000 3,349,000 3,584,000 3,238,667 4,111,000 3,905,000 3,949,000 3,988,333 

sorghum 3,690,000 3,364,000 3,740,000 3,598,000 3,694,000 4,608,000 4,911,000 4,404,333 5,425,000 5,455,000 5,182,000 5,354,000 

Rice 1,090,000 1,241,000 1,250,000 1,193,667 1,280,000 1,300,000 1,430,000 1,336,667 1,416,322 1,780,000 2,081,000 1,759,107 

cassava 11,500,000 11,000,000 11,700,000 11,400,000 9,950,000 11,800,000 12,090,000 11,280,000 12,388,000 13,876,000 15,439,000 13,901,000 

Yam 5,248,000 5,212,000 5,385,000 5,281,667 4,998,000 4,600,000 4,738,000 4,778,667 5,209,000 4,886,000 9,132,000 6,409,000 

cocoyam 208,000 270,000 280,000 252,667 224,000 207,000 232,000 221,000 373,000 354,000 635,000 454,000 

potatoes 40,000 38,000 40,000 39,333 38,000 42,000 43,000 41,000 46,000 45,000 44,000 45,000 

Gnut 471,000 530,000 458,000 486,333 591,000 546,000 621,000 586,000 896,000 687,000 1,016,000 866,333 

sesame 41,000 42,000 44,000 42,333 30,000 31,000 35,000 32,000 35,000 34,000 36,000 35,000 

cocoa 153,000 174,000 156,000 161,000 140,000 160,800 160,000 153,600 148,000 150,000 253,000 183,667 

cotton 85,733 80,903 62,508 76,381 59,257 38,115 35,000 44,124 100,000 150,000 184,000 144,667 

coffee 3,500 3,000 3,000 3,167 3,000 4,000 6,000 4,333 1,200 1,500 2,000 1,567 

tobacco 13,000 10,483 4,112 9,198 2,533 9,500 10,500 7,511 9,000 8,000 10,000 9,000 

plantain 1,042,000 1,048,000 1,054,000 1,048,000 1,068,000 1,086,000 1,113,000 1,089,000 1,127,000 1,071,000 887,000 1,028,333 

mango 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 

coconut 90,000 100,000 110,000 100,000 100,000 101,000 102,000 101,000 104,000 105,000 108,000 105,667 

oilpalm 650,000 530,000 500,000 560,000 500,000 500,000 615,000 538,333 650,000 715,000 700,000 688,333 

palmkernel 279,000 294,000 310,000 294,333 279,000 340,000 360,000 326,333 355,000 321,000 363,000 346,333 

rubber 45,000 60,000 50,000 51,667 45,000 58,000 60,000 54,333 60,000 55,300 80,500 65,267 

oil crops 1,026,982 930,134 887,226 948,114 912,895 926,014 1,078,950 972,620 1,204,640 1,200,990 1,357,400 1,254,343 
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Annex 2a: Production (metric tones) data for crops in Nigeria (1980-2003) contd 
 

Crop 1989 1990 1991 
average 1989 -
1991 1992 1993 1994 

average 1992 -
1994 1995 1996 1997 

average 1995 -
1997 

maize 5,008,000 5,768,000 5,810,000 5,528,667 5,840,000 6,290,000 6,902,000 6,344,000 6,931,000 5,667,000 5,254,000 5,950,667 

Millet 4,770,000 5,136,000 4,109,000 4,671,667 4,501,000 4,602,000 4,757,000 4,620,000 5,563,000 5,681,000 5,902,000 5,715,333 

sorghum 4,831,000 4,185,000 5,367,000 4,794,333 5,909,000 6,051,000 6,197,000 6,052,333 6,997,000 7,084,000 7,297,000 7,126,000 

Rice 3,303,000 2,500,000 3,226,000 3,009,667 3,260,000 3,065,000 2,427,000 2,917,333 2,920,000 3,122,000 3,268,000 3,103,333 

cassava 17,404,000 19,043,008 26,004,000 20,817,003 29,184,000 30,128,000 31,005,000 30,105,667 31,404,000 31,418,000 32,050,000 31,624,000 

Yam 9,609,000 13,624,000 16,956,000 13,396,333 19,781,000 21,632,000 23,153,000 21,522,000 22,818,000 23,201,000 23,972,000 23,330,333 

cocoyam 649,000 731,000 829,000 736,333 940,000 1,066,000 1,128,000 1,044,667 1,182,000 1,195,000 1,831,720 1,402,907 

potatoes 50,000 54,000 66,000 56,667 73,000 80,000 90,000 81,000 95,000 99,000 103,000 99,000 

Gnut 1,017,000 1,166,000 1,361,000 1,181,333 1,297,000 1,323,000 1,453,000 1,357,667 1,579,000 2,278,000 2,531,000 2,129,333 

sesame 40,000 44,000 46,000 43,333 49,000 52,000 56,000 52,333 60,000 64,000 66,000 63,333 

cocoa 256,000 244,000 268,000 256,000 292,000 306,000 323,000 307,000 203,000 323,000 318,000 281,333 

cotton 187,000 276,000 309,000 257,333 348,000 192,000 218,000 252,667 251,000 301,000 341,000 297,667 

coffee 1,700 1,800 2,100 1,867 2,500 3,000 3,700 3,067 3,900 4,100 4,000 4,000 

tobacco 9,890 9,000 9,000 9,297 9,400 9,200 9,300 9,300 9,200 9,200 9,200 9,200 

plantain 1,413,000 1,215,000 1,339,000 1,322,333 1,417,000 1,623,000 1,665,000 1,568,333 1,632,000 1,687,000 1,744,000 1,687,667 

mango 485,000 504,000 520,000 503,000 550,000 583,000 607,000 580,000 631,000 656,000 689,000 658,667 

coconut 110,000 118,000 129,000 119,000 135,000 140,000 145,000 140,000 149,000 151,000 152,000 150,667 

oilpalm 700,000 730,000 760,000 730,000 792,000 825,000 837,000 818,000 860,000 776,000 810,000 815,333 

palmkernel 373,000 356,000 369,000 366,000 385,000 491,000 503,000 459,667 543,000 548,000 545,000 545,333 

rubber 132,000 147,000 155,000 144,667 129,000 130,000 105,000 121,333 125,000 130,000 120,000 125,000 

oil crops 1,405,730 1,480,660 1,579,240 1,488,543 1,613,220 1,693,750 1,765,150 1,690,707 1,887,040 2,032,870 2,158,800 2,026,237 
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Annex 2a: Production (metric tones) data for crops in Nigeria (1980-2003) contd 
 

Crop 1998 1999 2000 
average 1998 -
2000 2001 2002 2003 

average 2001 -
2003 average 1980-2003 

maize 5,127,000 5,476,000 4,107,000 4,903,333 4,620,000 4,934,000 6,276,000 5,276,667 4,285,140 

Millet 5,956,000 5,960,000 6,105,000 6,007,000 5,530,000 6,100,000 7,964,000 6,531,333 4,607,333 

sorghum 7,516,000 7,520,000 7,711,000 7,582,333 7,081,000 7,704,000 8,100,000 7,628,333 5,759,043 

Rice 3,275,000 3,277,000 3,298,000 3,283,333 2,752,000 3,192,000 3,192,000 3,045,333 2,437,046 

cassava 32,695,000 32,697,000 32,010,000 32,467,333 32,586,000 34,476,000 34,476,000 33,846,000 22,836,065 

Yam 24,768,000 25,873,000 26,201,000 25,614,000 26,374,000 26,849,000 26,849,000 26,690,667 15,529,032 

cocoyam 3,823,000 3,835,000 3,886,000 3,848,000 3,910,000 3,929,000 3,929,000 3,922,667 1,406,655 

potatoes 107,000 573,000 599,000 426,333 599,000 629,000 629,000 619,000 161,624 

Gnut 2,534,000 2,894,000 2,901,000 2,776,333 2,683,000 2,699,000 2,699,000 2,693,667 1,471,430 

sesame 66,000 69,000 71,000 68,667 74,000 75,000 75,000 74,667 50,710 

cocoa 370,000 225,000 338,000 311,000 340,000 340,000 340,000 340,000 246,271 

cotton 348,000 381,000 399,000 376,000 402,000 403,000 400,000 401,667 225,818 

coffee 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 3,910 3,910 3,940 3,220 

tobacco 9,200 9,200 9,200 9,200 9,200 9,200 9,200 9,200 8,981 

plantain 1,803,000 1,902,000 1,969,000 1,891,333 1,999,000 1,999,000 1,999,000 1,999,000 1,436,677 

mango 731,000 729,000 730,000 730,000 730,000 730,000 730,000 730,000 544,409 

coconut 152,000 158,000 160,000 156,667 161,000 161,000 161,000 161,000 128,226 

oilpalm 845,000 896,000 899,000 880,000 903,000 905,000 905,000 904,333 736,548 

palmkernel 545,000 562,000 577,000 561,333 600,000 600,000 600,000 600,000 432,172 

rubber 120,000 107,000 107,000 111,333 108,000 112,000 112,000 110,667 97,626 

oil crops 2,202,010 2,378,040 2,398,690 2,326,247 2,351,610 2,359,040 2,359,040 2,356,563 1,609,578 
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Annex 2b: trends in triennial growth rate of production data (1980-2003) 

 
Crop period (years) average production (metric tone s) growth rate (%) 

maize 1980-1982 699,333  

   48.18 

 1983-1985 1,349,667  

   69.85 

 1986-1988 4,476,667  

   19 

 1989-1991 5,526,667  

   12.88 

 1992-1994 6,344,000  

   -6.61 

 1995-1997 5,950,667  

   -21.36 

 1998-2000 4,903,333  

   7.07 

 2001-2003 5,276,667  

    

millet 1980-1982 2,567,333  

   20.73 

 1983-1985 3,238,667  

   18.8 

 1986-1988 3,988,333  

   14.63 

 1989-1991 4,671,667  

   -1.12 

 1992-1994 4,620,000  

   19.16 

 1995-1997 5,715,333  

   4.86 

 1998-2000 6,007,000  

   8.03 

 2001-2003 6,531,333  

    

sorghum 1980-1982 3,598,000  

   18.31 

 1983-1985 4,404,333  

   17.74 
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Crop period (years) average production (metric tone s) growth rate (%) 

 1986-1988 5,354,000  

   -11.67 

 1989-1991 4,794,333  

   20.79 

 1992-1994 6,052,333  

   15.07 

 1995-1997 7,126,000  

   6.02 

 1998-2000 7,582,333  

   0.6 

 2001-2003 7,628,333  

    

rice 1980-1982 1,193,667  

   10.7 

 1983-1985 1,336,667  

   24.01 

 1986-1988 1,759,107  

   41.55 

 1989-1991 3,009,667  

   -3.17 

 1992-1994 2,917,333  

   5.99 

 1995-1997 3,103,333  

   5.48 

 1998-2000 3,283,333  

   -7.82 

 2001-2003 3,045,333  

    

cassava 1980-1982 11,400,000  

   -1.06 

 1983-1985 11,280,000  

   18.85 

 1986-1988 13,901,000  

   33.22 

 1989-1991 20,817,003  

   30.85 

 1992-1994 30,105,667  
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Crop period (years) average production (metric tone s) growth rate (%) 

   4.8 

 1995-1997 31,624,000  

   2.6 

 1998-2000 32,467,333  

   4.07 

 2001-2003 33,846,000  

    

yam 1980-1982 5,281,667  

   -10.53 

 1983-1985 4,778,667  

   25.44 

 1986-1988 6,409,000  

   52.16 

 1989-1991 13,396,333  

   37.76 

 1992-1994 21,522,000  

   7.75 

 1995-1997 23,330,333  

   8.92 

 1998-2000 25,614,000  

   4.03 

 2001-2003 26,690,667  

    

gnut 1980-1982 486,333  

   17.01 

 1983-1985 586,000  

   32.36 

 1986-1988 866,333  

   26.66 

 1989-1991 1,181,333  

   12.99 

 1992-1994 1,357,667  

   36.24 

 1995-1997 2,129,333  

   23.3 

 1998-2000 2,776,333  

   -3.07 
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Crop period (years) average production (metric tone s) growth rate (%) 

 2001-2003 2,693,667  

    

sesame 1980-1982 42,333  

   -32.29 

 1983-1985 32,000  

   8.57 

 1986-1988 35,000  

   19.23 

 1989-1991 43,333  

   17.2 

 1992-1994 52,333  

   17.37 

 1995-1997 63,333  

   7.77 

 1998-2000 68,667  

   8.04 

 2001-2003 74,667  

    

cocoa 1980-1982 161,000  

   -4.82 

 1983-1985 153,600  

   16.37 

 1986-1988 183,667  

   28.26 

 1989-1991 256,000  

   16.61 

 1992-1994 307,000  

   -9.12 

 1995-1997 281,333  

   9.54 

 1998-2000 311,000  

   8.53 

 2001-2003 340,000  

    

cotton 1980-1982 76,381  

   -73.11 

 1983-1985 44,124  
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Crop period (years) average production (metric tone s) growth rate (%) 

   69.5 

 1986-1988 144,667  

   43.78 

 1989-1991 257,333  

   -1.85 

 1992-1994 252,667  

   15.12 

 1995-1997 297,667  

   20.83 

 1998-2000 376,000  

   6.39 

 2001-2003 401,667  

    

coffee 1980-1982 3,167  

   26.91 

 1983-1985 4,333  

   -176.52 

 1986-1988 1,567  

   16.07 

 1989-1991 1,867  

   39.13 

 1992-1994 3,067  

   23.33 

 1995-1997 4,000  

   0 

 1998-2000 4,000  

   -1.52 

 2001-2003 3,940  

    

oil palm 1980-1982 560,000  

   -4.02 

 1983-1985 538,333  

   21.79 

 1986-1988 688,333  

   5.71 

 1989-1991 730,000  

   10.76 
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Crop period (years) average production (metric tone s) growth rate (%) 

 1992-1994 818,000  

   -0.33 

 1995-1997 815,333  

   7.35 

 1998-2000 880,000  

   2.69 

 2001-2003 904,333  

    

rubber 1980-1982 51,667  

   4.91 

 1983-1985 54,333  

   16.75 

 1986-1988 65,267  

   54.88 

 1989-1991 144,667  

   -19.23 

 1992-1994 121,333  

   2.93 

 1995-1997 125,000  

   -12.28 

 1998-2000 111,333  

   -0.6 

 2001-2003 110,667  
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Annex 2c (i): trends in triennial average growth ra te of maize, millet, sorghum and rice production in  Nigeria (1980-2003)

48.18

69.85

19

12.88

-6.61

-21.36

7.07

20.73
18.8

14.63

-1.12

19.16

4.86
8.03

18.3117.74

-11.67

20.79

15.07

6.02

0.6

10.7

24.01

41.55

-3.17

5.995.48

-7.82

-40

-20

0

20

40

60

80
19

80
-1

98
2

19
83

-1
98

5

19
86

-1
98

8

19
89

-1
99

1

19
92

-1
99

4

19
95

-1
99

7

19
98

-2
00

0

20
01

-2
00

3
19

80
-1

98
2

19
83

-1
98

5

19
86

-1
98

8

19
89

-1
99

1

19
92

-1
99

4

19
95

-1
99

7

19
98

-2
00

0

20
01

-2
00

3
19

80
-1

98
2

19
83

-1
98

5

19
86

-1
98

8

19
89

-1
99

1

19
92

-1
99

4

19
95

-1
99

7

19
98

-2
00

0

20
01

-2
00

3
19

80
-1

98
2

19
83

-1
98

5

19
86

-1
98

8

19
89

-1
99

1

19
92

-1
99

4

19
95

-1
99

7

19
98

-2
00

0

20
01

-2
00

3

maize millet sorghum rice

growth rate (%)

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

127 
 
 

Annex 2c (ii): trends in triennial average growth r ate of cassava, yam, groundnut and sesame productio n in Nigeria (1980-
2003)
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Annex 2c(iii): trends in triennial average growth r ate of cocoa, cotton, coffee, oil palm and rubber 
production in Nigeria (1980-2003)
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Annex 2c (iv): trends in triennial average growth r ate of beef, mouton, pork and egg production in Nig eria (1980-2003)
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Annex 2c (v): trends in triennial average growth ra te of chicken, cow milk, goat meat and poultry meat  production in 
Nigeria (1980-2003)
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Annex 3a: Yield (hectograms/ha) data for crops in Nigeria (1980-2003) 
 

Crop 1980 1981 1982 
average 1980 -
1982 1983 1984 1985 

average 1983 -
1985 1986 1987 1988 

average 198 6-
1988 

maize 13,161 16,438 13,777 14,459 9,707 11,390 11,735 10,944 12,679 13,533 16,401 14,204 

Millet 8,336 15,703 15,701 13,247 15,697 15,701 15,277 15,558 10,495 10,198 11,083 10,592 

sorghum 11,229 16,200 16,332 14,587 16,202 10,449 10,101 12,251 10,540 10,631 10,850 10,674 

Rice 19,818 20,683 20,833 20,445 20,317 20,000 21,343 20,553 20,233 23,893 19,990 21,372 

cassava 95,833 91,667 93,600 93,700 90,455 93,725 112,465 98,882 113,132 107,733 114,618 111,828 

Yam 105,382 56,285 56,328 72,665 56,284 56,373 56,405 56,354 56,374 65,060 97,668 73,034 

cocoyam 32,000 31,765 32,941 32,235 32,000 30,441 33,143 31,861 40,989 42,651 50,000 44,547 

potatoes 83,333 76,923 76,923 79,060 71,429 71,429 66,667 69,842 63,846 62,000 73,333 66,393 

Gnut 8,366 8,154 9,215 8,578 9,092 9,100 10,455 9,549 11,299 11,508 14,371 12,393 

sesame 3,037 3,000 3,034 3,024 3,000 3,001 2,999 3,000 3,343 3,977 4,000 3,773 

cocoa 2,186 2,486 2,229 2,300 2,000 2,297 2,286 2,194 2,114 2,143 3,614 2,624 

cotton 1,801 1,818 1,457 1,692 1,463 941 1,591 1,332 3,509 4,688 5,111 4,436 

coffee 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

tobacco 6,286 6,445 2,560 5,097 1,869 5,000 5,385 4,085 4,500 3,810 4,762 4,357 

plantain 57,889 58,222 58,556 58,222 59,333 60,000 60,000 59,778 60,203 74,895 75,169 70,089 

mango 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 

coconut 28,125 28,571 28,947 28,548 28,571 28,857 29,565 28,998 30,145 30,435 30,857 30,479 

oil palm 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,909 25,303 26,577 26,522 26,667 26,589 

rubber 6,164 8,219 6,849 7,077 6,164 7,945 8,219 7,443 8,219 7,575 6,192 7,329 
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Annex 3a: Yield (hectograms/ha) data for crops in Nigeria (1980-2003) contd 
 

Crop 1989 1990 1991 
average 1989 -
1991 1992 1993 1994 

average 1992 -
1994 1995 1996 1997 

average 1995 -
1997 

maize 13,950 11,301 11,299 12,183 11,181 11,848 12,720 11,916 12,666 13,261 12,510 12,812 

Millet 11,729 10,749 9,011 10,496 10,307 9,489 9,501 9,766 10,893 10,607 10,756 10,752 

sorghum 9,752 10,000 9,691 9,814 10,795 10,796 10,800 10,797 11,480 11,442 11,075 11,332 

Rice 19,994 20,695 19,528 20,072 19,591 19,597 14,160 17,783 16,258 17,498 15,957 16,571 

cassava 106,136 116,533 101,936 108,202 105,931 105,935 105,928 105,931 106,671 106,646 118,818 110,712 

Yam 104,332 106,771 103,453 104,852 113,488 113,494 113,998 113,660 107,734 106,819 110,476 108,343 

cocoyam 47,372 51,844 49,940 49,719 50,000 50,047 49,912 49,986 51,616 48,776 70,931 57,108 

potatoes 60,000 51,071 59,355 56,809 42,745 52,029 44,203 46,326 39,064 49,103 44,835 44,334 

Gnut 12,712 16,492 12,076 13,760 12,400 11,802 9,249 11,150 8,936 10,053 11,241 10,077 

sesame 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,013 4,019 4,420 4,151 4,511 4,604 4,714 4,610 

cocoa 3,616 3,413 3,691 3,573 4,000 4,163 4,301 4,155 2,576 4,371 4,303 3,750 

cotton 5,297 4,800 4,806 4,968 5,329 5,304 5,304 5,312 5,824 6,660 8,081 6,855 

coffee 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

tobacco 4,661 4,091 4,091 4,281 4,273 4,182 4,227 4,227 4,182 4,182 4,182 4,182 

plantain 74,762 75,000 75,225 74,996 75,372 70,565 67,683 71,207 65,280 65,898 67,077 66,085 

mango 59,877 59,294 59,091 59,421 59,140 59,490 59,510 59,380 59,528 59,636 59,913 59,692 

coconut 31,429 33,239 34,865 33,178 35,526 35,897 37,179 36,201 52,281 47,937 42,938 47,719 

oil palm 26,991 26,957 26,531 26,826 26,667 26,667 26,364 26,566 26,549 26,271 26,271 26,364 

rubber 5,867 6,533 5,784 6,061 4,813 4,851 3,659 4,441 4,209 4,626 4,110 4,315 
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Annex 3a: Yield (hectograms/ha) data for crops in Nigeria (1980-2003) contd 
 
 

Crop 1998 1999 2000 
average 1998 -
2000 2001 2002 2003 

average 2001 -
2003 

maize 13,200 13,811 10,270 12,427 11,433 10,989 13,978 12,133 

Millet 10,643 10,637 10,501 10,594 9,445 9,899 12,924 10,756 

sorghum 11,328 11,261 11,200 11,263 10,213 10,900 11,460 10,858 

Rice 16,023 14,957 14,998 15,326 12,469 10,244 10,244 10,986 

cassava 107,461 106,436 105,644 106,514 95,003 99,786 99,786 98,192 

Yam 94,354 95,543 95,554 95,150 90,508 88,992 88,992 89,497 

cocoyam 67,215 67,163 66,201 66,860 65,825 53,970 53,970 57,922 

potatoes 55,280 64,841 64,777 61,633 64,908 48,982 48,982 54,291 

Gnut 9,729 10,872 10,873 10,491 9,799 9,702 9,702 9,734 

sesame 4,615 4,802 4,702 4,706 4,837 4,518 4,518 4,624 

cocoa 4,980 3,022 3,499 3,834 3,520 3,301 3,301 3,374 

cotton 7,250 7,412 7,416 7,359 7,417 6,596 6,557 6,857 

coffee 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 6,667 9,009 9,009 8,228 

tobacco 4,182 4,182 4,182 4,182 4,182 4,182 4,182 4,182 

plantain 67,276 67,591 69,823 68,230 70,140 70,140 70,140 70,140 

mango 59,918 59,754 58,400 59,357 58,400 58,400 58,400 58,400 

coconut 42,938 44,382 44,444 43,921 44,722 32,857 32,857 36,812 

oil palm 26,441 26,667 26,688 26,599 26,730 26,730 26,730 26,730 

rubber 4,054 3,597 3,242 3,631 3,243 3,394 3,394 3,344 
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Annex 3b: trends in triennial average growth rate of crop yield in Nigeria (1980-2003) 

 
Crop period (years) average yield (hectograms/ha) g rowth rate (%) 

maize 1980-1982 14,459  

   -32.12 

 1983-1985 10,944  

   22.95 

 1986-1988 14,204  

   -16.59 

 1989-1991 12,183  

   -2.24 

 1992-1994 11,916  

   6.99 

 1995-1997 12,812  

   -3.1 

 1998-2000 12,427  

   -2.24 

 2001-2003 12,133  

    

millet 1980-1982 13,247  

   14.85 

 1983-1985 15,558  

   -46.88 

 1986-1988 10,592  

   -0.91 

 1989-1991 10,496  

   -7.47 

 1992-1994 9,766  

   9.17 

 1995-1997 10,752  

   -1.49 

 1998-2000 10,594  

   1.51 

 2001-2003 10,756  

    

sorghum 1980-1982 14,587  

   -19.07 

 1983-1985 12,251  

   -14.77 
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Crop period (years) average yield (hectograms/ha) g rowth rate (%) 

 1986-1988 10,674  

   -8.76 

 1989-1991 9,814  

   9.1 

 1992-1994 10,797  

   4.72 

 1995-1997 11,332  

   -0.61 

 1998-2000 11,263  

   -3.73 

 2001-2003 10,858  

    

rice 1980-1982 20,445  

   0.53 

 1983-1985 20,553  

   3.83 

 1986-1988 21,372  

   -6.48 

 1989-1991 20,072  

   -12.87 

 1992-1994 17,783  

   -7.31 

 1995-1997 16,571  

   -8.12 

 1998-2000 15,326  

   -39.5 

 2001-2003 10,986  

    

cassava 1980-1982 93,700  

   5.24 

 1983-1985 98,882  

   11.58 

 1986-1988 111,828  

   -3.35 

 1989-1991 108,202  

   -2.14 

 1992-1994 105,931  
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Crop period (years) average yield (hectograms/ha) g rowth rate (%) 

   4.32 

 1995-1997 110,712  

   -3.94 

 1998-2000 106,514  

   -8.48 

 2001-2003 98,192  

    

yam 1980-1982 72,665  

   -28.94 

 1983-1985 56,354  

   22.84 

 1986-1988 73,034  

   30.35 

 1989-1991 104,852  

   7.75 

 1992-1994 113,660  

   -4.91 

 1995-1997 108,343  

   -13.87 

 1998-2000 95,150  

   -6.32 

 2001-2003 89,497  

    

gnut 1980-1982 8,578  

   10.17 

 1983-1985 9,549  

   22.95 

 1986-1988 12,393  

   9.93 

 1989-1991 13,760  

   -23.41 

 1992-1994 11,150  

   -1.06 

 1995-1997 10,077  

   3.95 

 1998-2000 10,491  

   -7.78 
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Crop period (years) average yield (hectograms/ha) g rowth rate (%) 

 2001-2003 9,734  

    

sesame 1980-1982 3,024  

   -0.8 

 1983-1985 3,000  

   20.49 

 1986-1988 3,773  

   5.68 

 1989-1991 4,000  

   3.64 

 1992-1994 4,151  

   9.96 

 1995-1997 4,610  

   2.04 

 1998-2000 4,706  

   -1.77 

 2001-2003 4,624  

    

cocoa 1980-1982 2,300  

   -4.83 

 1983-1985 2,194  

   16.39 

 1986-1988 2,624  

   26.56 

 1989-1991 3,573  

   14.01 

 1992-1994 4,155  

   -10.8 

 1995-1997 3,750  

   2.19 

 1998-2000 3,834  

   13.63 

 2001-2003 3,374  

    

cotton 1980-1982 1,692  

   -27.03 

 1983-1985 1,332  
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Crop period (years) average yield (hectograms/ha) g rowth rate (%) 

   69.97 

 1986-1988 4,436  

   10.71 

 1989-1991 4,968  

   6.48 

 1992-1994 5,312  

   22.51 

 1995-1997 6,855  

   6.85 

 1998-2000 7,359  

   -7.32 

 2001-2003 6,857  

    

coffee 1980-1982 5,000  

   0 

 1983-1985 5,000  

   0 

 1986-1988 5,000  

   0 

 1989-1991 5,000  

   0 

 1992-1994 5,000  

   0 

 1995-1997 5,000  

   0 

 1998-2000 5,000  

   39.23 

 2001-2003 8,228  

    

oil palm 1980-1982 25,000  

   1.2 

 1983-1985 25,303  

   4.84 

 1986-1988 26,589  

   0.88 

 1989-1991 26,826  

   -0.98 
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Crop period (years) average yield (hectograms/ha) g rowth rate (%) 

 1992-1994 26,566  

   -0.77 

 1995-1997 26,364  

   0.88 

 1998-2000 26,599  

   0.49 

 2001-2003 26,730  

    

rubber 1980-1982 7,077  

   4.92 

 1983-1985 7,443  

   -1.56 

 1986-1988 7,329  

   -20.92 

 1989-1991 6,061  

   -36.48 

 1992-1994 4,441  

   -2.92 

 1995-1997 4,315  

   -18.84 

 1998-2000 3,631  

   -8.58 

 2001-2003 3,344  
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Annex 3c (i): trends in triennial average yield of maize, millet, sorghum and rice in Nigeria (1980-20 03)
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Annex 3c (ii): trends in triennial average growth r ate of cassava, yam, groundnut and sesame yield in Nigeria (1980-2003)
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Annex 3c (iii): trends in triennial average growth rate of cocoa, cotton, coffee, oil palm and rubber yield in Nigeria (1980-
2003)
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Annex 3c (iv): trends in triennial average growth r ate of beef, mouton, pork and egg yield in Nigeria (1980-2003)
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Annex 3c (v): trends in triennial average growth ra te of chicken, cow milk, goat meat and poultry meat  yield in Nigeria 
(1980-2003)
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Annex 4a: Price (in Naira/metric tone) data for crops in Nigeria (1991-2001) 
 

Crop 1991 1992 1993 
average 
1991-1993 1994 1995 1996 

average 
1994-1996 1997 1998 1999 

average 
1997-
1999 2000 2001 

average  
2000-
2001 

maize 3,318 5,514 7,460 5,431 5,580 14,480 17,560 12,540 23,250 26,290 19,190 22,910 20,173 25,824 22,999 

Millet 3,365 5,681 6,580 5,209 6,180 9,050 15,670 10,300 19,730 25,370 17,850 20,983 18,764 24,021 21,393 

sorghum 3,648 4,678 7,000 5,109 5,250 18,560 14,790 12,867 19,230 22,640 18,410 20,093 19,353 24,775 22,064 

Rice 7,544 12,606 18,780 12,977 12,300 14,280 25,840 17,473 25,280 31,950 27,030 28,087 28,414 36,375 32,395 

cassava 2,066 2,340 4,640 3,015 4,450 6,610 10,570 7,210 11,860 11,510 13,620 12,330 14,317 18,329 16,323 

Yam 2,596 5,942 11,740 6,759 14,410 18,700 23,650 18,920 26,700 28,530 30,290 28,507 31,841 40,762 36,302 

cocoyam 1,180 2,050 4,050 2,427 4,971 6,452 8,159 6,527 9,212 9,843 10,450 9,835 10,985 14,063 12,524 

potatoes 6,639 7,520 12,380 8,846 11,873 17,636 28,202 19,237 31,644 30,710 36,340 32,898 38,201 48,903 43,552 

sesame 5,970 9,792 13,388 9,717 26,307 50,103 41,028 39,146 38,392 37,611 46,532 40,845 51,134 65,460 58,297 

cocoa 10,158 12,745 25,278 16,060 61,180 73,402 80,222 71,601 89,687 79,600 85,766 85,018 83,818 107,301 95,560 

cotton 1,166 1,058 1,400 1,208 12,600 12,665 10,572 11,946 10,033 9,227 11,258 10,173 9,800 12,546 11,173 

coffee 8,750 26,334 52,231 29,105 126,413 151,667 120,000 132,693 74,167 148,000 135,000 119,056 132,500 169,622 151,061 

tobacco 35,000 52,758 79,469 55,742 137,042 226,210 282,889 215,380 302,722 316,708 334,122 317,851 360,922 499,779 430,351 

plantain 5,300 7,765 12,261 8,442 17,998 30,916 40,554 29,823 43,886 46,647 45,898 45,477 48,249 61,766 55,008 

mango 7,446 10,910 17,225 11,860 25,285 43,434 56,974 41,898 61,656 65,535 64,482 63,891 67,785 86,776 77,281 

coconut 2,800 4,102 6,477 4,460 9,508 16,333 21,425 15,755 23,185 24,644 24,248 24,026 25,490 32,631 29,061 

oil palm 6,000 9,200 21,760 12,320 26,870 66,190 60,820 51,293 54,020 69,570 83,200 68,930 87,461 111,964 99,713 

palmkernel 2,525 5,692 10,567 6,261 14,374 31,730 22,185 22,763 16,554 21,000 19,129 18,894 20,000 25,603 22,802 

rubber 5,300 12,520 24,091 13,970 34,400 34,775 51,917 40,364 56,722 61,833 57,892 58,816 69,850 83,030 76,440 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

146 
 
 
Annex 4b: trends in triennial average growth rate of price data of crops in Nigeria (1991-2001) 
 

Crop period (years) average prices in naira/metric tone growth rate (%) 

maize 1991-1993 5,431  

   56.69 

 1994-1996 12,540  

   45.26 

 1997-1999 22,910  

   0.39 

 2000-2001 22,999  

    

millet 1991-1993 5,209  

   49.43 

 1994-1996 10,300  

   50.91 

 1997-1999 20,983  

   1.91 

 2000-2001 21,393  

    

sorghum 1991-1993 5,109  

   60.29 

 1994-1996 12,867  

   35.96 

 1997-1999 20,093  

   8.93 

 2000-2001 22,064  

    

rice 1991-1993 12,977  

   25.73 

 1994-1996 17,473  

   37.79 

 1997-1999 28,087  

   13.3 

 2000-2001 32,395  

    

cassava 1991-1993 3,015  

   58.18 
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Crop period (years) average prices in naira/metric tone growth rate (%) 

 1994-1996 7,210  

   41.52 

 1997-1999 12,330  

   24.46 

 2000-2001 16,323  

    

yam 1991-1993 6,759  

   64.28 

 1994-1996 18,920  

   33.63 

 1997-1999 28,507  

   21.47 

 2000-2001 36,302  

    

sesame 1991-1993 9,717  

   75.18 

 1994-1996 39,146  

   4.16 

 1997-1999 40,845  

   29.94 

 2000-2001 58,297  

    

cocoa 1991-1993 16,060  

   77.57 

 1994-1996 71,601  

   15.78 

 1997-1999 85,018  

   11.03 

 2000-2001 95,560  

    

cotton 1991-1993 1,208  

   89.89 

 1994-1996 11,946  

   -17.43 

 1997-1999 10,173  

   8.95 

 2000-2001 11,173  
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Crop period (years) average prices in naira/metric tone growth rate (%) 

    

coffee 1991-1993 29,105  

   78.07 

 1994-1996 132,693  

   -11.45 

 1997-1999 119,056  

   21.19 

 2000-2001 151,061  

    

oil palm 1991-1993 12,320  

   75.98 

 1994-1996 51,293  

   25.59 

 1997-1999 68,930  

   30.87 

 2000-2001 99,713  

    

rubber 1991-1993 13,970  

   65.39 

 1994-1996 40,364  

   31.37 

 1997-1999 58,816  

   23.06 

 2000-2001 76,440  
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Annex 4c (i): trends in triennial average growth ra te of maize, millet, sorghum and rice prices in Nig eria (1991-2001)
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Annex 4c (ii): trends in triennial average growth r ate of cassava, yam, sesame and cocoa prices in Nig eria (1991-2001)
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Annex 4c (iii): trends in triennial average growth rate of cotton, coffee, oil palm and rubber prices in Nigeria (1991-2001)
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Annex 5a - Table 21: Countries Share of Total ECOWAS Population and Land Resources as at Year 2002. 

 
Country Population (millions) Economically Active 

Population 
Land Area (Million  H.A) 

Total % Agric. Agric as % 
Total 

Total 
(millions) 

% Agric Total % Cultivated % 

Nigeria 116.93 51.4 64.38 55.01 46.45 32.4 92.4 18.06 30.7 52.90 
Ghana 19.74 8.67 12.22 63.61 9.77 56.6 23.9 4.67 4.5 7.75 
Liberia 3.11 1.37 1.70 54.86 1.24 67.0 11.1 2.17 0.3 0.52 
Benin 6.45 2.83 3.67 56.92 2.92 53.0 11.3 2.21 1.6 2.76 
B/Fasso 11.86 5.21 9.84 83.00 5.61 92.2 27.4 5.36 3.4 5.86 
Mali 11.68 5.13 8.07 69.09 5.69 80.4 124.0 24.24 4.6 7.92 
Guinea 8.27 3.63 5.98 72.24 4.10 83.5 24.6 4.81 1.5 2.58 
G/Bissau 1.23 0.54 0.83 67.56 0.56 82.5 3.6 0.70 0.3 0.52 
Senegal 9.66 4.24 5.01 51.81 4.29 73.4 19.7 3.85 2.3 3.96 
Togo 4.66 2.05 3.08 66.22 1.97 59.1 5.7 1.11 2.4 4.13 
S/leone 4.59 2.02 2.84 62.00 1.70 61.6 7.2 1.41 0.5 0.86 
Niger 11.23 4.93 8.86 79.00 5.17 87.5 126.7 24.77 5.0 8.61 
Gambia 1.34 0.59 0.92 68.73 0.69 78.6 1.1 0.22 0.2 0.34 
C/d’Ivoire 16.35 7.18 9.15 56.00 6.69 48.1 32.4 6.33 0.7 1.21 
Cape ver 0.44 0.20 0.16 36.38 0.18 22.3 0.4 0.08 0.04 0.07 
Total 227.54 100 137.04 - 97.03 - 511.5 100 58.04 100 
W.A. Ave 15.17 - 9.14 62.83 6.47 65.21 34.1 - 3.87 - 

Sources: FAO (2002)  Production Yearbook 2002; : FAO (1998) Production Yearbook 1998; 
 
 
 
Annex 5b - Table 22: Average Annual Imports of Modern Agricultural Inputs and Average Irrigated Areas in Nigeria compared to West African Agriculture, 1999 - 2001. 
 
Country Import of Tractors 

(numbers) 
Manufacture fertilizer imports ($ 
million) 

Pesticides imports 
($million) 

Irrigated Area (‘000 H.A) 

Nigeria 300 5.840 14.360 233 
Ghana 390 7.300 22.584 11 
Liberia 50 0.280 1.600 2 

Benin 70 2.500 7.428 15 

B/Fasso 100 30.820 20.000 25 
Mali 120 4.800 14.521 120 
Guinea 50 0.210 2.014 95 
G/Bissau 5 0.200 0.100 17 
Senegal 532 6.340 8.257 71 
Togo 58 11.710 6.120 10 
S/leone 25 0.540 1.000 30 
Niger 200 3.700 2.464 66 
Gambia 23 0.390 0.682 2 
C/d’Ivoire 560 8.000 19.715 73 

Cape ver 45 0.160 0.673 3 
Total 2,528 82.79 121.518 773 
Sources: FAO (1998) Production Yearbook 1998 vol. 52; FAO (1999) Trade Yearbook 1999 vol. 53; FAOSTAT 2004 
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Annex 5c - Table 23: Agricultural Resources Productivity in Nigeria and West Africa., 1961-2000 

 
Year Share of Agric Labor in Total labor  

(percent) 
Labor Productivity (output per Agric 
Worker $)* 

Land Productivity (Output per 
Hectare)** 

Nigeria W. Africa Nigeria W. Africa Nigeria W. Africa 
1961 72.9 80.5 432 343 87 42 
1971 69.3 76.9 479 388 105 53 
1981 52.8 67.2 466 375 122 60 
1991 42.0 60.5 858 505 174 85 
2000 33.3 53.8 1,211 612 220 109 
Annual Average 54.1 67.8 689.2 444.6 141.6 69.8 
*International $ 1989-1991. 
**Sum of (Production: Crop. International price crop) / Sum of (Area Harvested and Permanent Pastures). 
Source: FAOSTAT 2002 and International price average:1989-1991; IFPRI (2002) IFPRI Annexes for IEHA Action Plans, Nigeria. 
 
 
 
Annex 5d - Table 24:  Comparative Trends in Nigeria and West African Agriculture., 1961-2000 
 
Year GDP (Million US $, 1995) GDP  Per Capita Agric GDP (Million $) Agric Share of Total GDP (%) 

Nigeria W.Africa Nigeria’s 
share of W.A  
(%) 

Nigeria W.Afric
a 

Nigeria W.Afric
a 

Nigeria’s share 
of W.A (%) 

Nigeria W. Africa 

1961 9,142.2 26,925.4 40.0 238 302 5,652.5 11,230.2 50.3 61.8 41.7 
1971 16,073.0 44,075.5 36.5 327 388 6,435.9 16,251.5 39.6 40.0 36.9 
1981 19,422.3 60,067.7 32.3 293 400 5,227.1 17,229.9 30.3 26.9 28.7 
1991 26,046.2 77,982.8 33.4 294 389 7,926.9 23,235.8 34.1 30.4 29.8 
2000 32,184.4 99,716.6 32.3 283 390 9,496.7 30,064.5 31.6 29.5 30.1 
Average 20,573.6 61,753.6 33.3 287 374 6,947.8 19,601.0 35.4 33.8 31.7 
Sources: GDP in constant US $ 1995: World Development Indicators, 2002, World Bank.; 
Population: FAOSTAT 2002 and IFPRI (2002) IFPRI Annexes for IEHA Action Plans, Nigeria;   GDP per capita: Ratio of GDP to Population 
 
 
 
Annex 5e - Table 25:  Comparative Trends in Value of Agricultural Production in Nigeria and West Afric an Agriculture., 1961-2000 (million $: 1989-1991) 
 
Year Total Value of Agric Production Value of Crop  Production Value of Livestock  Production 

Nigeria W.Africa Nigeria’s 
share of W.A 
(%) 

Nigeria W.Afric
a 

Nigeria’s 
share of W.A 
(%) 

Nigeria W.Africa Nigeria’s shareof 
W. A (%) 

1961 5,308.2 11,770.1 45.1 4,643.0 9,703.2 47.8 665.1 2,066.8 32.2 
1971 6,912.6 15,510.0 44.6 5,999.9 12,649.5 47.4 912.7 2,860.6 31.9 
1981 6,681.4 16,688.7 40.0 5,108.0 12,742.7 40.1 1,573.4 3,946.0 39.9 
1991 12,604.0 26,073.5 48.3 10,867.6 21,240.6 51.2 1,736.4 4,832.9 35.9 
2000 18,194.5 35,871.3 50.7 16,031.5 29,833.3 53.7 2,163.0 6,038.0 35.8 
Average 9,940.1 21,182.7 46.9 8,530.0 17,233.9 49.5 1,410.1 3,948.9 35.7 
Note: International prices avg: 1989-1991: Sun of (Production: Livestock* international price; Crops* international price; Crops and livestock *international crops and livestock); 
Sources: FAOSTAT 2002 and IFPRI (2002) IFPRI Annexes for IEHA Action Plans, Nigeria;   
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Annex 5f - Table 26: Nigeria’s Major Agricultural E xport Commodities, 1997-1999. 
 
Commodities Total Agric Exports (percent) Total Merchandise exports (percent) 
Cocoa Beans 46.5 1.7 
Natural Rubber 22.1 0.8 
Cotton Lint 9.8 0.4 
Palm Kernel + Oil 6.4 0.24 
Cashew nuts 3.8 0.14 
Sub-total 88.6 3.2 
Others 11.4 96.8 
Total 100 100 
Sources: UN COMTRAD, SITC (2002); and IFPRI (2002) IFPRI Annexes for IEHA Action Plans, Nigeria     

 
 
 
Annex 5g - Table 27: Export of Major Agricultural Commodities in Nigeria compared to West African Countries, 1998- 2002 (‘000 Metric tonnes). 
 
Country Cocoa Rubber Cotton Lint* Palm Oil Groundnut in shell 

Qty % Qty % Qty % Qty % Qty % 
Nigeria 996.160 11.1 209.1 15.4 20.07 1.42 21.34 3.22 0.184 0.24 
Ghana 1,774.662 19.72 33.87 2.5 19.69 1.40 94.56 14.30 1.983 2.54 
Liberia 10.39 0.11 517 38.06 -  22.12 3.34 -  

Benin 0.293 0.003 -  146.4 10.40 74.6 11.26 0.015 0.02 

B/Fasso -  -  216.89 15.37 1.25 0.19 2.174 2.79 
Mali -  -  423.09 30.0 -  5.481 7.03 
Cape ver -  -  -  -  -  
Guinea 18.970 0.21 1.818 0.13 13.88 0.1 0.495 0.07 -  
G/Bissau -  -  5.99 0.42 0.013 0.003 0.001 0.001 
Senegal -  -  25.892 1.83 32.612 4.92 10.372 13.31 
Togo 33.58 0.4 -  104.882 7.43 3.87 0.58 0.222 2.85 
S/leone 10.316 0.11 -  -  0.250 0.04 -  
Niger -  -  4.545 0.32 -  4.469 5.73 
Gambia -  -  0.648 0.04 -  51.100 65.56 
C/d’Ivoire 6,156.600 68.4 596.616 43.9 429.388 30.42 411.40 62.1 1.945 2.5 

Total 9,000.971 100 1,358.404 100 1,411.365 100 662.51 100 77.946 100 
Sources: FAO (2001) Trade Yearbook 2001 vol. 54;  FAO (1999) Trade Yearbook 1999 vol. 53; FAOSTAT 2004. *1998 and 2001 data for this crop not available 
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Annex 5h - Table 28: Production of Major Agricultural Export Crops in Nigeria compared to West African Countries, 1998-2002 (‘000 Metric tonnes). 
 
Country Cocoa Rubber* Cotton Lint Palm Oil Groundnut in shell Cashew nuts 

Qty % Qty % Qty % Qty % Qty % Qty % 
Nigeria 1,386 13.9 411 31.6 640 16.2 2,385 46.92 13,815 55.6 211 41.9 
Ghana 2,005 20.1 47 3.6 95 2.4 534 10.5 1,253 5.0 11.5 2.3 
Liberia 10.5 0.10 390 30.0 -  210 4.13 22.8 0.09 -  

Benin 416.1 4.20 -  345 8.73 114 2.24 409.21 1.65 50 9.94 

B/Fasso -  -  652 16.5 -  889.64 3.6 4 0.8 
Mali -  -  923 23.35 -  971.11 3.9 -  
Cape ver -  -  -  -  -  -  
Guinea 19.5 0.20 -  112 2.83 250 4.92 1,032.32 4.15 -  
G/Bissau -  -  5.2 0.13 22.5 0.44 194 0.78 118 23.4 
Senegal -  -  71.240 1.8 28.6 0.6 4,145.30 16.68 7.5 1.5 
Togo 37 0.4 -  307 7.8 35 0.7 154.68 0.6 0.150 0.03 
S/leone 56.92 0.6 -  -  195 3.8 113 0.45 -  
Niger -  -  22 0.56 -  561 2.26 -  
Gambia -  -  0.130 0.003 11.5 0.22 583.53 2.35 -  
C/d’Ivoire 6,022 60.5 454 34.9 780 19.73 1,297 25.52 713 2.9 101 20.1 

Total 9,953.02 100 1,303 100 3,952.57 100 5,082.6 100 24,857.59 100 503.15 100 
Sources: FAO (2001) Production Yearbook 2001 vol. 54;  FAO (1999) Production Yearbook 1999 vol. 53; FAOSTAT 2004; *2002 data on rubber not yet published 
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Annex 6a-Table 29: Ranking of ECOWAS countries by Average Yield (Hg/Ha) of Crops [ 1980-2002] 
 

Countries/Products  Beans  Banana  Cocoa 
Beans   

Cassava  Rubber  Rice  Yam  Oil 
Palm  

Millet  Maize  Groundnut Sorghum  Sesame  Cotton  Coffee  Plantain  

Benin  2      4 3     2    
Burkina Faso          4 2       
Cape Verde   1  2             
 Côte d’Ivoire   1  1 2 2 1   4  3 4   
  Gambia          1 1 3     
  Ghana   2 3 3  3   3 2     1 
  Guinea   3   4      4  3 3 4 
  Guinea-Bissau              2   
Liberia   3   2   2         
  Mali      3   3        
  Mauritania 1                
  Niger 3   4     2     1   
  Nigeria   4 1 4 1 1  1 4 3 1 4  2 2 
  Senegal  2      4        4 
  Sierra Leone            2 1  1 3 
  Togo 4 4             4  
Source: Computed from FAOSTAT, www.fao.org  
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Annex 6a-Table 30: Ranking of ECOWAS countries by Average Production (Mt)] of crops [1980-2002] 
 

Countries/Products  Beans  Banana  Cocoa 
Beans   

Cassava  Rubber  Rice  Yam  Oil 
Palm  

Millet  Maize  Groundnut Sorghum  Sesame  Cotton  Coffee  Plantain  

Benin   1  4   1   4   4    
Burkina Faso          4   2 2 4   
Cape Verde                  
  Côte d’Ivoire 1  1 3 3 2  2  3    3 1 3 
  Gambia                 
  Ghana   2 2 4  3 3  2 3     2 
  Guinea 2     3 2        2 4 
  Guinea-Bissau                 
Liberia  3    2            
  Mali      4   3  4 3  1   
  Mauritania  3               
  Niger  4       2   4 3    
  Nigeria   3 1 1 1  1 1 1 1 1 1 2  1 
  Senegal           2      
  Sierra Leone  4 4     4       3  
  Togo 4 2     4        4  
Source: Computed from FAOSTAT, www.fao.org  
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Annex 6a-Table 31: Ranking of ECOWAS countries by Average Harvest Area (Ha) of crops 1980-2002 

 
Countries/Products  Beans  Banana  Cocoa 

Beans   
Cassava  Rubber  Rice  Yam  Oil 

Palm  
Millet  Maize  Groundnut Sorghum  Sesame  Cotton  Coffee  Plantain  

Benin   2  4   4   4   4    
Burkina Faso          3  4 3 2 4   
Cape Verde                  
  Côte d’Ivoire 2  1 3 3 2 2 3  3    3 1 1 
  Gambia                 
  Ghana 4  2 2 4  3 4  2      3 
  Guinea 1     3  2       2 4 
  Guinea-Bissau                 
Liberia  3    2          4  
  Mali      4   4  3 4  2   
  Mauritania  4               
  Niger  3       1   2 3    
  Nigeria   3 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1  2 
  Senegal           2      
  Sierra Leone   4              
  Togo  1             3  
Source: Computed from FAOSTAT, www.fao.org  
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Annex 6a-Table 32: Comparative Advantage of ECOWAS Countries by Crops and livestock6 as analyzed using productivity indicator   
 

Countries  Major Crops and Livestock  Most Major Crops and Livestock   
Benin  Beans, Banana, Cassava, Yam, Oil Palm, Sesame 

and Maize  
Beans, Sesame and Oil Palm 

Burkina Faso  Millet, Groundnut, Maize, Sorghum, Sesame, 
Cotton, Plantain and live bovine.  

Maize, Millet, Sorghum and live 
bovine. 

Cape Verde  Banana, Cassava and fresh beef and Veal.  Banana, Cassava, sheep, fresh beef and 
Veal.   

  Côte d’Ivoire 

Beans, Cocoa Beans, Rubber, Rice, Yam, Oil 
Palm, Maize, Groundnut, Sesame, Cassava, 
Cotton, Coffee, Plantain and fresh beef and Veal. 

Cocoa Beans, Rubber, Oil Palm, fresh 
beef and Veal. 

  Gambia Maize, Groundnut and Sorghum Maize, Groundnut and Sorghum  

  Ghana 
Beans, Cassava, Cocoa Beans, Rubber, Yam, 
Maize, Groundnut, Plantain and Oil Palm  

Cocoa Beans, Groundnut and Plantain 

  Guinea 
Beans, Cocoa Beans, Rice, Sorghum, Cotton, 
Coffee, Plantain and live bovine.  

Cocoa Beans, Cotton, Coffee and live 
bovine. 

  Guinea-Bissau Sorghum, Coconut, Mango, Oil Palm, Coconut, Mango  and Oil Palm 
Liberia  Beans, Banana, Rubber, Coffee and Oil Palm Banana, Rubber and Oil Palm 

  Mali 
Rice, Millet, Groundnut, Sorghum, Cotton and live 
bovine.   

Rice, Millet, Cotton and live bovine.   

  Mauritania Banana, Beans and Sorghum  Beans, Banana and Sorghum  

  Niger 
Beans, Cassava, Millet, Cotton, Sorghum, Sesame 
and Banana 

Cassava, Millet and Cotton 

  Nigeria 

Cocoa Beans, Cassava, Rubber, Rice, Yam, Millet, 
Maize, Groundnut, Sorghum, Sesame, Coffee, 
Plantain, Oil Palm and Cotton  

Rice, Yam, Millet, Cocoa beans and 
Sorghum  

  Senegal 
Banana, Oil Palm, Plantain, Groundnut and sheep 
meat.   

Banana, Oil Palm, Plantain and sheep 
meat.   

  Sierra Leone 
Cocoa Beans, Sorghum, Sesame, Coffee, Oil Palm 
and Plantain  

Cocoa Beans, Sesame and Coffee 

  Togo Beans, Banana, Coffee and Yam  Beans, banana and Coffee 
Source: Computed from FAOSTAT, www.fao.org 
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Annex 6a-Table 33: Comparative Advantage of ECOWAS Countries by Crops and livestock7 as analyzed using international price indicator 
 

Countries  Major Crops and Livestock  Most Major Crops and Livestock   
Benin  Beans, Banana, Yam, Oil Palm, Sesame and Maize  Beans, Sesame and Oil Palm 
Burkina Faso  Millet, Maize, Sorghum, Sesame, Cotton and live 

bovine.  
Maize, Millet, Sorghum and live 
bovine. 

Cape Verde  Banana, Cassava and fresh beef and Veal.  Banana, sheep, fresh beef and Veal.   

  Côte d’Ivoire 
Cocoa Beans, Rubber, Oil Palm, Sesame, Cotton, 
Coffee, Plantain and fresh beef and Veal. 

Cocoa Beans, Rubber, Oil Palm, fresh 
beef and Veal. 

  Gambia Maize, Groundnut and Sorghum Maize, Groundnut and Sorghum  

  Ghana 
Beans, Cassava, Cocoa Beans, Rubber, Groundnut, 
Plantain and Oil Palm  

Cocoa Beans, Groundnut and Plantain 

  Guinea 
Beans, Cocoa Beans, Sorghum, Cotton, Coffee, 
and live bovine.  

Cocoa Beans, Cotton, Coffee and live 
bovine. 

  Guinea-Bissau Coconut, Mango, Oil Palm, Coconut, Mango  and Oil Palm 
Liberia  Banana, Rubber, Coffee and Oil Palm Banana, Rubber and Oil Palm 

  Mali 
Millet, Groundnut, Sorghum, Cotton and live 
bovine.   

Millet, Cotton and live bovine.   

  Mauritania Banana, Beans and Sorghum  Beans, Banana and Sorghum  

  Niger 
Beans, Millet, Cotton, Sorghum, Sesame and 
Banana 

Millet and Cotton 

  Nigeria 

Cocoa Beans, Cassava, Rubber, Yam, Millet, 
Maize, Groundnut, Sorghum, Sesame, Plantain, 
Oil Palm and Cotton  

Yam, Millet, Cassava, Cocoa beans and 
Sorghum  

  Senegal 
Banana, Oil Palm, Plantain, and sheep meat.   Banana, Oil Palm, Plantain and sheep 

meat.   

  Sierra Leone 
Cocoa Beans, Sesame, Coffee, Oil Palm and 
Plantain  

Cocoa Beans, Sesame and Coffee 

  Togo Beans, Banana and Coffee  Beans, banana and Coffee 
Source: Computed from FAOSTAT, www.fao.org 
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Annex 6a-Table 34: ECOWAS Agriculture Performance Summary [1989-2002] 

 
Country  Agric 

GDP 
[%] to 
Total 
GDP  

Agric 
GDP 
Growth 
Rate 
[1990-
2000] 

Agric 
Labour 
force [%] 

Agric 
share of 
Exports 
[%]  

Agric 
share of 
Imports 
[%]  

Agric 
Trade 
Balance 
[$US 
million]  

Cultivated 
share of Total 
Cultivable 
Land [%] 

Main Agric 
Imports  

Main Agric Exports Fertilizer use  
[kg nutrs../HA] 

Benin  

38 5.8 56.2 42.56 23.64 39.42 90.05 

Chicken Meat, Rice, 
& Milled turkey 
meat 

Cotton lint, cashew nuts, 
cotton seed  

18.25 
Burkina Faso 

34.5 4.2 92 60.706 26.8 -31.3 77.425 

Rice, Broken 
tobacco leaves Nuts 
NES 

Cotton lint, sesame seed, 
fruit [tropical fresh NES 

9.5 
Cape Verde  

11.8 5.6 24.8 8.02 32.12 -71.04 91.6 

Dry whole cow 
milk, Rice [milled]& 
beer of barley  

Coffee [roasted], & food 
preparations  NES 

2.75 
Cote d’Ivoire  

29.2 3.6 51.6 52.78 16.46 1506.66 40.375 

Rice [Milled], rice 
[Husked], & Rice 
[Broken] 

Cocoa beans, Coffee 
[green] and cotton lint  

23.75 
Gambia            
Ghana  

35.3 3.4 57.4 31.36 12.53 165.28 63.95 

Cigarettes, sugar 
[refined] & rice 
[broken] 

Cocoa beans, Cocoa butter 
& Cigarettes  

3.75 
Guinea 

24 4.3 84.6 3.108 17.42 -130.9 59.275 

Rice [milled], 
cigarettes & sugar 
[refined] 

Coffee [green], cotton lint 
& cocoa beans  

3.5 
Guinea Bissau  

58.8 3.9 83.4 88.24 41 16.82 86.45 

Rice[milled], Beer 
of barley & oil of 
soybeans  

Cashew nuts, cotton lint & 
Palm Kernels  

3.5 
Liberia  

24 2.5 68.8 13.46 21.28 -10.66 64.05 
Rice [milled], oil of 
vegetables & Maize  

Rubber [broken], oil of 
palm & rice [broken]  0.75 

Mali  

48.5 3.2 82.2 46.82 16.78 112.08 98.8125 

Food preparations 
[NES], Dry whole 
cow milk & Tea  

Cotton lint, cattle & sheep  

9.5 
Mauritania  

22.4 5 53.6 9.28 59.68 -153.38 97.875 
Sugar [raw 
centrifugal] & wheat  

Cattle, sheep & Goats  
4.75 

Niger  

38.8 3.2 88.4 24.18 35.44 -67 99.7 

Rice [milled], oil of 
palm & sugar 
[refined] 

Cattle, sheep and Goats  

0.75 
Nigeria  

38.56 3.5 35.4 2.58 13.664 -858.68 44.56 
Wheat, rice [milled] 
& oil of palm  

Cocoa beans, cotton lint 
and Rubber [natural]  8 

Senegal  
18.2 1.9 74.4 16.04 30.4 -319.66 98.5 

Rice [broken], wheat 
& oil of soybeans  

Oil of groundnuts, cake of 
groundnuts & cotton lint  13.75 

Sierra Leone  

47.3 -0.1 63.4 36.18 51.58 -116.76 89.55 

Rice [milled], flour 
of wheat & food 
preparations [NES]  

Cocoa beans, coffee 
[green] & cigarettes  

0.75 
Togo  

37.7 4 61 35.88 15.1 31.36 95.425 
Wheat, Cigarettes & 
Oil of palm  

Cotton, flour of wheat & 
coffee [green] 7 

Source: Computed from FAOSTAT, www.fao.org  
The values were calculated as average from 1989-2001 
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Annex 6b -Table 35: Trade data for fresh bee f and veal  (HS 1996/1992 code 0201) in net weight metric tons       
            
IMPORTS  2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996  Total  Average  

 Benin  23.50       23.50 7.83 

 Burkina Faso    4.00 0.72 0.04   4.77 0.68 

 Cape Verde  3.14 18.56 6.38 4.20 18.90   51.18 25.59 
 Cote d'Ivoire 20.002  25.40 35.41 36.19 38.12 38.76  193.87 38.77 
 Gambia   0.64 0.02 0.48 0.19 14.21  15.54 7.77 
 Ghana   15.31  0.35 0.55 302.75  318.96 318.96 
 Guinea  0.13  4.75 2.00 0.42 112.50  119.80 59.90 
 Mali   6.63   618.00 0.10  624.73 208.24 
 Niger          0.00 0.00 
 Nigeria   4.81  6.48 12.97 3.70  27.96 6.99 
 Senegal 32.281 24.19 4.28 2.21 0.84 0.69 0.20  64.69 16.17 
 Sierra Leone 14.562        14.56 3.64 
 Togo 9.125 12.09  210.00 0.13    231.35 33.05 
            
            
EXPORTS           
 Benin          0.00 
 Burkina Faso 5.999 15.02   41.50  17.75  80.27 26.76 
 Cape Verde   2.00 0.03     2.03 0.68 
 Cote d'Ivoire 8.102  6.02 6.87 4.54 1.07 3.25  29.85 14.92 
 Gambia         0.00 0.00 
 Ghana       0.03  0.03 0.03 
 Guinea         0.00 0.00 
 Mali      20.00   20.00 3.33 
 Niger          0.00 0.00 
 Nigeria    0.30     0.30 0.30 
 Senegal 1.00   5.00   8.00  14.00 14.00 
 Togo     38.00 50.00   88.00 88.00 
Source: FAOSTAT  
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Annex 6b -Table 36: ECOWAS E xports of Beef and Veal (value 1000$)  

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Benin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Burkina Faso 4 0 61 0 0 0 0 
Cape Verde 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Côte d'Ivoire 6 2 9 16 10 21 17 
Ghana 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Guinea-Bissau 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Liberia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mali 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Niger 1 1 1 34 24 1 1 
Nigeria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Senegal 4 3 58 81 2 0 0 
ALL ECOWAS 16 6 129 131 38 22 18 
Source: FAOSTAT 

 
 
Annex 6b -Table 37: ECOWAS Imports of Beef and Veal (Qty - mt)  

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Benin 242 1 0 0 0 24 0 
Burkina Faso 0 0 9 9 0 0 0 
Cape Verde 2 16 1 1 8 0 0 
Côte d'Ivoire 2055 6568 6840 7343 6066 76 163 
Gambia 272 272 272 4 1 0 1 
Ghana 380 70 67 248 90 45 231 
Guinea 1495 684 173 48 159 94 0 
Guinea-Bissau 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Liberia 290 230 315 900 900 900 0 
Mali 2 2 0 0 3 0 0 
Niger 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Nigeria 640 640 640 640 0 0 50 
Senegal 160 163 215 708 996 28 32 
Sierra Leone 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Togo 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 
All ECOWAS 5638 8746 8634 10001 8324 1268 578 
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Annex 6b -Table 38: EC OWAS Export of Beef and Veal (Value - 1000$) 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Benin 171 2 1 0 0 14 0 
Burkina Faso 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 
Cape Verde 4 47 2 4 18 1 1 
Côte d'Ivoire 2775 10000 6000 8000 4333 108 304 
Gambia 129 129 129 7 2 0 2 
Ghana 350 64 62 171 98 50 234 
Guinea 1972 925 240 62 215 130 0 
ECOWAS Export of Beef and Veal (Value - 1000$) continued  
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Guinea-Bissau 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Liberia 600 350 860 2300 2300 2300 0 
Mali 18 8 0 0 5 0 0 
Niger 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Nigeria 1300 1300 1300 1300 0 0 183 
Senegal 228 236 415 1401 742 54 46 
Sierra Leone 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 
Togo 0 0 3 0 1 8 2 
All ECOWAS 7798 13311 9266 13496 7964 2915 1022 
Source: FAOSTAT 

 
 
Annex 6b -Table 39: ECOWAS Cattle Imports (qty -head)  

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Benin 15000 15000 10000 15000 15000 15000 15000 
Burkina Faso 257 124 72 100 2149 2000 2000 
Cape Verde 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Côte d'Ivoire 130600 137300 154100 140988 146477 120000 0 
Gambia 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
Ghana 16105 57411 71377 55681 60000 60000 60000 
Guinea 280 1840 970 970 970 1000 1000 
Guinea-Bissau 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Liberia 2000 1541 1350 1546 1720 1700 1700 
Mali 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 
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Annex 6b -Table 39: ECOWAS Cattle Imports (qty -head)  

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Niger 6271 344 0 95 738 310 310 
Nigeria 330000 330000 330000 330000 350000 350000 350000 
Senegal 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000 
Sierra Leone 25000 25000 25000 25000 130 130 130 
Togo 322 257 124 68 853 3661 1078 
        
ECOWAS cattle imports (value 1000$)      
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Burkina Faso 16673 14051 13890 12887 8066 8100 8100 
Cape Verde 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Gambia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ghana 1 0 0 2 0 0 4 
Guinea 10500 10500 10500 11000 11000 11000 11000 
Guinea-Bissau 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mali 28025 41000 38000 47000 98000 35000 35000 
Niger 21104 12600 0 14556 20530 16003 16003 
Nigeria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Senegal 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
Togo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Source: FAOSTAT 

 
Annex 6b -Table 40: Trade data for sheep meat  (HS 1996/1992 code 0204) in net weight metric tons  

IMPORTS  2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996  Total  Average  

 Benin   0.53 5.23 60.03    65.79 21.93 

 Burkina Faso 3.19   0.02 0.87 0.18 0.09  4.34 0.62 

 Cape Verde  23.46 40.31 6.36 3.96 1.76   75.85 37.92 
 Cote d'Ivoire 79.62  82.09 123.82 117.14 92.83 64.48  559.97 111.99 
 Gambia   8.61 69.45 2.07 6.59 0.33  87.05 43.52 
 Ghana   1,281.49 1,100.54 420.43 30.00 31.39  2,863.84 2,863.84 
 Guinea 0.70 5.75 5.41 67.89 61.46 31.20 30.55  202.96 101.48 
 Mali  1.05 0.31      1.36 0.45 
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Annex 6b -Table 40: Trade data for sheep meat  (HS 1996/1992 code 0204) in net weight metric tons  

IMPORTS  2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996  Total  Average  

 Niger          0.00 0.00 
 Nigeria   50.36 0.13 11.30 8.32   70.10 17.53 
 Senegal 163.17 80.69 40.00 26.73 15.30 1.07 22.70  349.64 87.41 
 Sierra Leone 20.97      120.58  141.55 35.39 
 Togo  0.91   4.50 45.69 0.06  51.16 7.31 
EXPORTS           
 Benin     5.13     0.73 
 Burkina Faso 0.82 0.24  0.80  1.13   2.98 0.99 
 Cape Verde   2.19 0.62  0.01   2.82 0.94 
 Cote d'Ivoire 0.16  0.02 0.41 0.12 0.18 0.05  0.93 0.47 
 Gambia         0.00 0.00 
 Ghana         0.00 0.00 
 Guinea         0.00 0.00 
 Mali  5.00       5.00 0.83 
 Niger          0.00 0.00 
 Nigeria       160.00  160.00 160.00 
 Senegal 3.43 12.16 4.19 56.10 2.88 0.99 0.52  80.27 80.27 
 Togo     14.50  30.25  44.75 44.75 
Source: FAOSTAT 

 
 
Annex 6b -Table 41: ECOWAS exports of Sheep and goats (Qty he ad) 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Benin 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Burkina Faso 317602 311402 201007 311920 142606 290000 290000 
Côte d'Ivoire 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 
Gambia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ghana 0 0 0 0 4 0 223 
Guinea 35000 35000 35000 35000 35000 35000 35000 
Mali 443541 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 
Niger 203256 219936 196167 160395 289561 308641 308641 
Nigeria 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
Senegal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



 

 

167 
Annex 6b -Table 41: ECOWAS exports of Sheep and goats (Qty he ad) 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Togo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
        
ECOWAS exports of Sheep and goats (value 1000$)    
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Benin 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
Burkina Faso 6925 6013 6434 5990 4351 10000 10000 
Côte d'Ivoire 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 
Gambia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ghana 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 
Guinea 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 
Mali 24563 25000 25000 25000 25500 25500 25500 
Niger 13679 12839 11695 13429 21922 22328 22328 
Nigeria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Senegal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Togo 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ALL ECOWAS 1,455,612 1,459,012 1,495,556 1,461,796 1,416,317 1,331,211 1,221,139 
Source: FAOSTAT 

 
 
Annex 6b -Table 42: ECOWAS imports of Sheep and goats (value 1000$) 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Benin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Burkina Faso 8 4 2 2 5 5 5 
Cape Verde 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Côte d'Ivoire 17,900 17,400 19,000 16,900 14,500 8,250 0 
Gambia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ghana 2,068 3,641 6,480 4,675 0 0 0 
Guinea 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 
Guinea-
Bissau 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Liberia 220 35 34 160 145 150 150 
Mali 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Niger 16 17 29 1 2 5 7 
Nigeria 44,500 48,500 46,500 46,500 50,000 50,000 50,000 
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Annex 6b -Table 42: ECOWAS imports of Sheep and goats (value 1000$) 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Senegal 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,050 32,050 32,050 
ECOWAS imports of Sheep and goats (value 1000$) continued  
 1996 1997 1998 1999  1996 1997 
Sierra Leone 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 
Togo 90 79 61 40 35 18 38 
ALL ECOWAS 100,402 105,276 107,706 103,878 100,337 94,078 85,850 
Source: FAOSTAT 

 
 
Annex 6b -Table 43: ECOWAS imports of fresh sheep's meat (qty  - mt)  

        
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Benin 2 0 42 5 1 0 0 
Burkina Faso 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Cape Verde 1 2 5 6 41 21 21 
Côte d'Ivoire 64 93 117 124 82 52 79 
Gambia 0 0 0 69 8 20 8 
Ghana 202 855 420 1100 1282 808 1282 
Guinea 31 31 74 68 5 6 1 
Liberia 1 3 2 2 3 5 8 
Mali 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Niger 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Nigeria 0 0 0 0 38 0 19 
Senegal 121 1 15 27 40 81 80 
Togo 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 
ALL ECOWAS 423 985 680 1401 1500 994 1498 
        
ECOWAS imports of fresh sheep's meat (value 1000$) 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Benin 12 1 38 3 0 0 0 
Burkina Faso 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 
Cape Verde 5 7 16 18 58 43 43 
Côte d'Ivoire 246 236 265 309 182 109 190 
Gambia 0 0 0 157 19 22 14 
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Ghana 265 1120 484 1276 1451 918 1426 
Guinea 73 50 68 101 16 9 1 
Guinea-Bissau 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Liberia 15 20 15 15 19 20 13 
Mali 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Niger 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Nigeria 0 0 0 0 54 0 111 
Senegal 371 6 55 85 109 184 186 
Togo 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 
ALL ECOWAS 979 1443 911 1961 1908 1305 1984 
Source: FAOSTAT 

 
 
 
Annex 6b -Table 44: ECOWAS expo rts of fresh sheep's meat (qty - mt) 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Burkina Faso 0 1 5 1 0 0 0 
Cape Verde 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Côte d'Ivoire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mali 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Niger 1 4 2 0 5 2 2 
Senegal 0 1 3 56 2 12 4 
Togo 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 
ALL ECOWAS 1 6 25 57 7 14 6 
        
ECOWAS exports of fresh sheep's meat (value 1000$)    
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Burkina Faso 0 1 7 1 0 0 0 
Cape Verde 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Côte d'Ivoire 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 
Mali 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Niger 0 3 2 0 3 2 2 
Senegal 0 3 16 76 10 56 16 
Togo 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 
ALL ECOWAS 0 9 39 78 14 58 18 
Source: FAOSTAT 
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Annex 6b-Table 45: Ranking of ECOWAS countries Livestock Trade [1990-2003] 

 
Countries/Livestock   Sheep 

& Goat  
Cattle   Beef 

&Veal  
Live 
bovine  

 Sheep 
& Goat 

Cattle   Beef 
&Veal  

Live 
bovine 

 

 Imports  Imports  Imports  Imports   Exports  Exports  Exports  Exports   
Benin            
Burkina Faso   4  4  3 4 4 1  
Cape Verde            
  Côte d’Ivoire 3  1     3   
  Gambia           
  Ghana           
  Guinea  3    4 3  3  
  Guinea-Bissau           
Liberia    2        
  Mali  1  1  1 1  2  
  Mauritania           
  Niger  2    2 2 2   
  Nigeria 1   2       
  Senegal 2  3     1 4  
  Sierra Leone 4  4        
  Togo    3       
Source: Computed from FAOSTAT, www.fao.org 

 


