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ABSTRACT 

Public spending on agriculture in Nigeria is exceedingly low. Less than 2 percent of total federal 
expenditure was allotted to agriculture during 2001 to 2005, far lower than spending in other key sectors 
such as education, health, and water. This spending contrasts dramatically with the sector’s importance in 
the Nigerian economy and the policy emphasis on diversifying away from oil, and falls well below the 10 
percent goal set by African leaders in the 2003 Maputo agreement. Nigeria also falls far behind in 
agricultural expenditure by international standards, even when accounting for the relationship between 
agricultural expenditures and national income. The spending that is extant is highly concentrated in a few 
areas. Three out of 179 programs account for more than 81 percent of federal capital spending, of which 
nearly three-quarters go to government purchase of agricultural inputs and agricultural outputs alone. The 
analysis finds that many of the Presidential Initiatives—which differ greatly in target crops, technologies, 
research, seed multiplication, and distribution—have identical budgetary provisions. This pattern suggests 
that the needs assessment and costing for these initiatives may have been inadequate, and that decisions 
may have been based on political considerations rather than economic assessment. Budget execution is 
also poor. The Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability (PEFA) best practice standard for budget 
execution is no more than 3 percent discrepancy between budgeted and actual expenditures. In contrast, 
during the period covered by the study, the Nigerian federal budget execution averaged only 79 percent, 
meaning 21 percent of the approved budget was never spent. Budget execution at the state and local levels 
was even less impressive, ranging from 71 percent to 44 percent. However, other sectors showed similar 
low levels of budget execution, suggesting that the problem is a general one going beyond agriculture.  

There is an urgent need to improve internal systems for tracking, recording, and disseminating 
information about public spending in the agriculture sector. Consolidated and up-to-date expenditure data 
are not available within the Ministry of Agriculture, not even for its own use. Without this information, 
authorities cannot undertake empirically-based policy analysis, program planning, and impact assessment. 
There is also a need for clarification of the roles of the three tiers of government in agricultural services 
delivery. This is important to reduce overlaps and gaps in agricultural interventions and improve 
efficiency and effectiveness of public investments and service delivery in the sector. Finally, applied 
research is needed to address critical knowledge gaps in several areas: (i) Spending on fertilizer programs 
makes up a sizeable portion of overall agricultural spending in Nigeria, yet very little is known about the 
impact of this spending. (ii) To date, only a small portion of the national grain storage system has been 
constructed, but if the entire network is completed as planned, the cost will be enormous. Supporting even 
the current modest level of grain marketing activities is consuming significant amounts of public 
resources. Is an investment on this order of magnitude desirable? What has been the impact of these 
investments? (iii) There is a need for an analytical study focusing on the economics of the National 
Special Program for Food Security (NSPFS). The total cost of NSPFS II is estimated at US$364 million. 
Detailed financial information about the NSPFS is not publicly available, however, making it difficult to 
assess whether the considerable investment in NSPFS I generated attractive returns, and whether NSPFS 
II merits support as currently designed. A rigorous external evaluation is needed to assess the 
performance of NPSFS and generate information that could be used to make design adjustments. 

Keywords:  agriculture, public spending, expenditure policy, Nigeria, Kaduna, Cross River, Bauchi 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

Objectives of the Study 
The potential contribution of agriculture to economic development in Nigeria is discussed in two 
important government policy documents: (i) the National Economic Empowerment and Development 
Strategy (NEEDS), and (ii) the New Agricultural Policy Thrust (NAP). NEEDS, implemented in 2004 as 
Nigeria’s homegrown poverty reduction strategy, emphasizes the importance of increasing agricultural 
production and safeguarding food security as the country pursues its overarching goal of diversifying the 
economy away from oil (NPC 2004).1

• How much is being spent on agriculture, and how is spending distributed across the three 
tiers of government (federal, state, and local)?  

 NAP, adopted in 2001 and modified two years later, does not 
present a detailed action plan but articulates a vision of how agriculture can become an engine of growth 
and poverty reduction, identifies binding constraints to the realization of that vision, and proposes policies 
to overcome those constraints (FMARD 2001).  

The strong emphasis in NEEDS and NAP on agricultural growth shows that agriculture is 
attracting renewed attention in the national development agenda of Nigeria. But strategies and policies 
alone will not be sufficient to transform Nigerian agriculture into a dynamic engine of pro-poor growth. 
Strategies and policies will have little impact unless they can be translated into an implementable action 
plan that is supported by legislative action and backed up by appropriate public expenditure. With 
Nigeria’s agricultural sector continuing to underperform relative to the ambitious targets set by 
government, hard questions are being asked about the quantity and quality of public expenditure in 
agriculture, as well as about the appropriateness of the institutional environment in which public 
expenditure decisions are made. Answering those questions will require a thorough understanding of 
public-spending patterns and trends in Nigerian agriculture. 

This paper seeks to achieve four main objectives: establish a robust database on public 
expenditure in the agricultural sector; diagnose the level and composition of agricultural expenditure in 
the recent past; understand the budget processes that determine resource allocation in the sector; and draw 
preliminary policy recommendations for improving the efficiency of public expenditure in the agricultural 
sector. 

Understanding the pattern of public spending in a sector and the process through which spending 
decisions are made usually lies at the heart of any public expenditure review. Further analysis, which 
would extend a public expenditure review to examine not only the quantity and quality of spending but 
also its efficiency and impact, would add an important layer of knowledge that can contribute to policy 
decision making. The scope of the study was restricted because preliminary investigations revealed that 
assembling and validating core expenditure data in Nigeria represented a major challenge in and of itself. 
It therefore seemed prudent not to set out an overly ambitious set of objectives, the realization of which 
might be compromised by a lack of data.  

This paper thus should be viewed as a preliminary analytical exercise designed to address basic 
questions about public expenditure in the agriculture sector. Those include the following:  

• In what areas (subsectors, programs, and projects) are public expenditures in support of 
agriculture being made? 

• How are decisions on public expenditures in support of agriculture made, and by whom?  

• What recommendations can be made to support a more effective and efficient use of public 
funds for agriculture?  

                                                      
1 During the period when this study was being prepared, NEEDS II was still being drafted, so the pattern of public 

expenditure proposed under NEEDS II was not analyzed. Therefore, unless explicitly stated otherwise, any mention of NEEDS in 
this report refers to the first NEEDS. 
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Methodology and Approach 

Geographical Coverage 

State and local governments account for about 46 percent of all public expenditure in Nigeria. The 
proportion is thought to be even higher in the agricultural sector (World Bank 2007a). To analyze 
expenditure in a sector in which subnational governments are known to play a large role, it is necessary to 
go beyond the federal budget and examine also spending by the lower tiers of government. Because data 
on subnational expenditure in specific sectors including agriculture are not readily available from a 
central source, data on state and local government expenditure must be collected at the state and local 
government area (LGA) levels.  

Resource constraints ruled out the possibility of collecting data from a large number of states and 
LGAs, so a case study approach was used. Three states and three LGAs were selected for in-depth 
analysis. The states consist of Bauchi, Cross River, and Kaduna. Selection of the states was based on the 
following considerations: (i) high importance of agriculture in the economy of the state; (ii) capacity 
within the state-level public institutions to provide information and data; (iii) expressed interest in 
collaborating with the research team; and (iv) location in different geopolitical zones. The LGAs consist 
of Dass, Odukpani, and Birnin Gwari. Selection of the LGAs, one of which was located in each of the 
case study states, was based on criteria similar to those used for the selection of states. 

Time Frame 

The core analysis of federal-, state-, and LGA-level expenditures covers the period 2001 to 2005. The 
original study design called for a longer period of coverage, but the time frame was shortened after it 
became apparent that few data are available for years prior to 2000, especially at the LGA level. 
Nevertheless, the overview of the agricultural sector in Nigeria presented in Chapter 2, which draws on 
analysis done by International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI)  and the World Bank as well as 
other organizations, takes a much longer view and provides some historical perspective of agricultural 
sector performance. 

Definition of Agricultural Spending 

The first challenge was to define exactly what is meant by the term agricultural spending. After 
considering various definitions, the team decided to use a fairly restrictive definition: this study would 
review public spending in agriculture, as opposed to public spending for agriculture. Use of a restrictive 
definition was deemed appropriate for two reasons. First, given time and funding constraints, it seemed 
preferable to analyze a limited number of key topics in depth, rather than covering a large number of 
topics superficially. Second, public spending in other sectors was recently reviewed through several other 
studies, most notably the Public Expenditure Management and Financial Accountability Review (World 
Bank 2007a), so there was a need to avoid duplication of effort. 

The next challenge was how to operationalize the term in agriculture. In defining agricultural 
expenditure categories, the authors were guided by three considerations: (i) commonly used definitions of 
agricultural spending found in the literature; (ii) the expenditure responsibilities of the federal and state 
ministries of agriculture in Nigeria; and (iii) the structure of the Nigerian government’s budget and 
expenditure accounts. The definitions of agricultural spending commonly found in the literature merit 
consideration because they reflect widely held views about the types of expenditures that most directly 
affect agricultural activity. The expenditure responsibilities of federal and state ministries of agriculture in 
Nigeria merit consideration because they provide obvious entry points for policy discussions. The 
structure of Nigeria’s budget and expenditure accounts merits consideration for practical reasons, because 
the structure of the budget and expenditure accounts determines what data can be analyzed, and how.  

Based on these three considerations, agriculture was defined to include the following expenditure 
categories: agricultural research, agricultural extension and training, agricultural marketing, agricultural 



 3 

input supply and subsidization (seed, fertilizer, crop chemicals, etc.), crop development, livestock 
development, fisheries, irrigation (to the extent that it is undertaken by federal and state ministries of 
agriculture and local departments of agriculture), and food security. Forestry and wildlife were initially 
considered for inclusion, but in the end they were not included because in Nigeria investments in those 
subsectors take place outside of the federal and state ministries of agriculture, meaning that an entirely 
separate data collection effort would have been necessary.  

Data Sources and Challenges 

The public expenditure data used here were obtained from ministries of agriculture, other key ministries 
and agencies (e.g., those responsible for finance, budget, local government, etc.), and agriculture-focused 
parastatals, all operating at the federal, state, or local government level. In addition, other public finance 
data were used (e.g., revenue data), as well as public expenditure data from other sectors. The core data 
set included both budgeted and actual expenditures, classified where feasible along economic, 
programmatic, sectoral, and functional lines. 

Most public expenditure reviews are hampered by data problems, and this undertaking was no 
exception. Despite repeated efforts, it was not possible to obtain a complete and detailed breakdown of 
agricultural expenditure by the Federal Ministry of Agriculture.2

(1) Agricultural expenditure data obtained from different sources in Nigeria are inconsistent. 
For example, disaggregated expenditure data provided by the Federal Ministry of Agriculture 
do not correspond with federal expenditure data available from the Office of the Accountant 
General of the Federation (OAGF). The discrepancy is puzzling, because the OAGF database is 
ostensibly prepared based on transcripts provided by the Federal Ministry of Agriculture. 
Because of the inconsistencies between the two data sets, the analysis of the structure of federal 
agricultural spending presented in this paper is based exclusively on data provided by the 
Federal Ministry of Agriculture. Also because of the inconsistencies between the two data sets, 
the figures used to analyze the structure of agricultural spending differ in many respects from 
the figures used to analyze the magnitude of agricultural spending. 

 An important lesson learned from this 
experience is that public expenditure work focusing on the agriculture sector of Nigeria faces four major 
data challenges (see also Appendix A for more detail on this issue):  

(2) For some years, it is unclear what constituted the official government budget. The 
confusion stems from past disagreements between the executive and the legislature. During the 
early 2000s, on several occasions the executive was reluctant to implement the budget approved 
by the legislature because it contained huge funding increases compared with the proposals 
made by the executive. The executive feared that implementing such inflated budgets would 
lead to overheating of the economy, so it revised downward the budgets received from the 
legislature. From 2001 to 2003, it is not clear whether the budgets approved by the legislature 
were the inflated versions or the revised versions, so for those years it is not certain what 
constituted the approved budget.  

(3) Many recurrent costs (especially operational costs) are misclassified in government 
accounts as capital spending. This problem goes beyond the agricultural sector and derives 
from problems inherent in the broader budget system. Over time in Nigeria, officials have come 
to appreciate the relative lack of control they have over much recurrent spending and the 
relatively greater influence they exercise over capital spending. Once departments are able to 

                                                      
2 The current name of the federal ministry of agriculture is Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources (FMAWR). 

Over the years, the ministry has undergone several name changes. Previously, it was called the Federal Ministry of Agriculture 
(FMA), the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Natural Resources (FMANR), the Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Water 
Resources, and Rural Development (FMAWRRD), and the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (FMARD). 
Box 1 summarises the history of the ministry. For convenience, since this report refers to the ministry with respect to different 
time periods and sometimes in non-time-specific contexts, it is referred to simply as the “Federal Ministry of Agriculture.” 
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“push” an item through the budget as a capital spending item, then assuming the funding is 
approved, they can effectively control disbursement. This leads to widespread deliberate 
misclassification of recurrent spending items as capital spending items (see World Bank 2007a 
for more details). Because the extent of the problem is difficult to assess, the authors were 
unable to undertake a proper analysis of the breakdown of agricultural spending in terms of 
economic classification. 

(4) Off-budget expenditures and donor-provided funds are inadequately documented. These 
two categories of spending overlap extensively, because a substantial share of donor-provided 
funds is not captured in government accounts and therefore remains “off-budget.” Reliable data 
on these two categories are extremely difficult to obtain. Appendix B presents an incomplete 
listing of recent donor-funded programs and projects in the areas of agricultural development, 
land administration, and water resources management. It is not clear what portion, if any, of the 
resources spent under each project listed in Appendix B is already captured in standard 
government accounts. To avoid possible double-counting, the incomplete data on donor-funded 
programs and projects in the agricultural sector were not included with the government data on 
public spending in agriculture. 

Box 1. Evolution of the role and structure of the Federal Ministry of Agriculture 
The apex institution responsible for formulating and implementing agricultural policy in Nigeria is the institution 
currently known as the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Water Resources (FMAWR). In 1960 when Nigeria 
achieved independence from colonial rule, there was no central ministry of agriculture; at that time, oversight of 
agricultural matters was entrusted to regional institutions. Not until 1966 was a federal-level ministry created and 
assigned responsibility for managing sectoral policy. The military government’s ostensible rationale for creating the 
ministry was “the need for the federal government to play a leading role in agricultural development” in Nigeria. A 
more practical consideration may have been that the federal government was looking for a way to exert influence 
over the growing economic and financial might of the regions (states), which in many cases was fueled by their 
rapidly expanding agricultural economies. At the time of its creation, the Federal Ministry of Agriculture included 
five departments: Fisheries, Agriculture and Natural Resources, Agricultural Research, Forestry, and Veterinary 
Research.  

Over time, the Federal Ministry of Agriculture involved itself more proactively in agricultural development 
activities. Between 1970 and 1985, it created several agricultural development institutions and launched many 
special programs and projects. Successive institutional reform programs brought formerly independent agencies or 
agencies located in other ministries into the fold. For example, in 2000 the Federal Department of Cooperatives was 
transferred from the Federal Ministry of Labor and Productivity to the Federal Ministry of Agriculture. The Strategic 
Grain Reserve Department and the Fertilizer Procurement and Distribution Department were upgraded to full-
fledged departments of the ministry. In 2003, the Projects Coordinating Unit was created to take over the functions 
of the Federal Agricultural Coordinating Unit and the Agricultural Project Monitoring and Evaluation Unit.  

Throughout most of the period covered by this study (2001–2005), the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Resource 
Development comprised 13 departments: 10 technical departments and three service departments. The technical 
departments were (i) Agriculture (Crops), (ii) Livestock and Pest Control Services, (iii) Fisheries,  
(iv) Rural Development, (v) Agricultural Land Resources, (vi) Fertilizer, (vii) Strategic Grain Reserve,  
(viii) Cooperatives, (ix) Agricultural Sciences, and (x) Projects Coordinating Unit. The three service departments 
were (i) Planning Research and Statistics, (ii) Administration and Supplies, and (iii) Finance and Accounts. In 
January 2007, the ministry was again restructured and renamed the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Water 
Resources.  
Source: www.ministryofagriculture.gov.ng. 
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2.  AGRICULTURE IN THE ECONOMY OF NIGERIA 

To provide context for the analysis that follows of agricultural public spending patterns and trends, the 
recent performance of Nigeria’s agricultural sector is briefly described in this section. Although the 
purpose of a public expenditure review is not to provide complete in-depth analysis of past and potential 
future sources of agricultural growth, a basic understanding of the performance of the agricultural sector 
is needed to provide context for public expenditure analysis. 

The Agricultural Sector: An Inconsistent Performer 
Since 1960 when Nigeria achieved independence, the performance of the nation’s agricultural sector has 
been inconsistent. Between 1960 and the late 1980s, real agricultural growth per capita fluctuated 
between −19 percent and +15 percent per year (Figure 1). The uneven growth pattern resulted mainly 
from variability in agricultural export earnings caused by year-to-year production swings and instability 
in international commodity prices. The uneven export performance was compounded by the effects of 
macroeconomic policies, which in the past were very detrimental for agriculture. Prior to 1986, strong 
appreciation of the naira eroded the competitiveness of Nigeria’s agricultural exports and reduced the cost 
of food imports. The result was a predictable sharp decline in the quantity and value of agricultural 
exports, accompanied by a surge in food imports, especially rice and wheat. 

Figure 1. Growth rates of per capita sectoral GDP in Nigeria since independence 
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Exchange rate misalignments became much less of a problem following the introduction of a 
floating exchange rate system in 1986, but agricultural productivity continued to stagnate because the 
government failed to make the investments needed to restore the competitiveness of the sector. The 
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declining competitiveness of Nigerian agriculture was reflected in a steep decline in exports of 
agricultural commodities (Walkenhorst 2007). In the past, Nigeria was a leading exporter of palm nuts 
and kernels, groundnuts and groundnut oil, palm oil, and cocoa. Exports of those commodities plummeted 
following the rise of the oil economy and have never recovered (Figure 2). 

Figure 2. Nigeria’s world market share, major export crops (three-year moving average, %) 
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Source: Walkenhorst (2007). From: UN Comtrade database (using mirror data). 

Nigeria’s oil boom had a dramatic and generally negative impact on the agricultural sector, as 
macroeconomic and fiscal policies failed to cushion the effects of a rapidly appreciating naira. (See Box 2 
comparing the adverse effects of the oil boom on Nigerian agriculture with the more benign effects of a 
similar oil surge experienced in Indonesia.)  

Not surprisingly in a country whose economy has come to be dominated by oil, the agricultural 
sector in Nigeria has declined in importance over time. The decline was precipitous during the first two 
decades after independence, when the GDP share of agricultural value added dropped from 60 percent to 
20 percent (Figure 3). Since 1980, the GDP share of agricultural value added has fluctuated around a flat 
trend line, ranging between 20 and 35 percent for much of that period. More recently it has started to rise 
again as a result of growth in the sector, combined with a contraction in oil revenues. 

The declining importance of agriculture in the Nigerian economy can also be seen in the steady 
fall in the share of the population residing in rural areas, the share of the labor force employed in 
agriculture, and the share of the nation’s export earning derived from agricultural commodity exports 
(Figure 4). Interestingly, the relative importance of agriculture declined even though private investment in 
the sector increased as a share of overall private investment in the country. Between 1981 and 2000, 
aggregate domestic capital investment in agriculture, measured by gross fixed capital formation in the 
sector, steadily increased as a share of domestic capital investment across all sectors, rising from around 
5% early in the period to around 14% during the later years (Manyong et al. 2005). During the same 
period, foreign private investment in the sector increased as a share of overall foreign private investment 
in the Nigerian economy.  
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Box 2. Nigeria and Indonesia—Oil revenues and their implications for agriculture 
Nigeria and Indonesia provide an interesting and well-studied contrast with regard to management of oil windfalls. 
The two countries are similar in that both are large oil exporters, both were dependent on agriculture as the main 
source of exports prior to the oil boom, and both have pursued semiprotectionist trade policies. During the mid-
1970s, oil production constituted about 20 percent of GDP in both countries. However, the countries differed 
drastically in their response to the oil boom. Unlike Nigeria, Indonesia pursued responsible policies that facilitated a 
successful diversification out of oil, preserved export potential in agriculture, and led to much faster overall 
economic growth. The main policy differences are summarized below. 

Fiscal expansion and Dutch disease. Following the discovery of oil in Nigeria, the Nigerian government followed a 
policy of full utilization of oil revenue windfalls, aggravated by massive government borrowing. Between 1969 and 
1973, government revenues doubled from 10 percent to 20 percent of GDP, due entirely to the expansion in oil 
production. That figure increased to 30 percent of GDP during the late 1970s following increases in international oil 
prices. Meanwhile, public spending rose even more rapidly, fueled by a buildup in public debt. Unlike in Indonesia, 
where the government kept the budget deficit small while building net assets in the domestic banking system, in 
Nigeria budget deficits were massive. By 1984, the annual deficit exceeded 5 percent of GDP. A ‘Dutch disease’ 
phenomenon ensued: the huge spending increase created excessive demand for nontradable sectors, which led to a 
real appreciation of the naira and made the environment for the tradable nonoil sector (primarily agriculture) much 
less favorable. With government spending concentrated in urban centers and on nontradables, rural labor moved 
from agriculture to construction and services, further reducing opportunities for agricultural growth.  

Exchange rate policy. While the Naira appreciated almost monotonically between 1973 and 1986, the real exchange 
rate movements for the Indonesian rupia were cyclical, fluctuating around almost a constant mean. In the mid-1980s 
the real value of the naira exceeded its 1970 level by three times, while the appreciation of the rupia never exceeded 
35 percent of its preboom value. The Indonesian government undertook two important devaluations of its currency 
(in 1978 and 1983) to preserve the competitiveness of its nonoil sector. In contrast, the Nigerian government 
continued to keep the official exchange rate at artificially high levels even after 1982, when the black market 
premium started to widen. Rather than let the naira depreciate, the government made changes in the system of 
import licensing. In Nigeria, the maintenance of the overvalued naira was seen as politically advantageous and also 
served as a source of major rents within the public sector, while the toll exacted on the nonoil economy was largely 
ignored. 

Expenditure priorities. The problem with Nigeria’s budget policy was not just that it was excessively expansionary; 
the efficiency of public spending was also extremely low. Attempts to use the oil windfall to massively and rapidly 
increase public investment proved to be wasteful in an environment of weak institutions and low absorptive 
capacity. During the 1970s, about 85 percent of the windfall was invested, but the efficiency of investment declined 
drastically, and losses from corruption multiplied. Nigeria’s historical 30-year average ICOR (incremental capital-
output ratio, the ratio between national investment and growth rates) of 12.7 was very high, more than double that of 
a better-managed oil economy such as Indonesia. The high ICOR in Nigeria reflected fiscal mismanagement under 
the military rule. Yet even despite the massive investments, manufacturing growth was modest, in part because 
many industries established during the 1970s were not viable without direct or indirect subsidies. A number of major 
newly established companies were publicly owned and suffered from perennial management problems. The main 
focus of government policy during the oil boom period was on boosting production in the nonrural economy, 
including by providing social and economic infrastructure. Little attention was paid to fiscal management, and the 
implications of relative price movements for the traditional economic sectors were generally ignored. The high level 
of oil revenues provided the government with the means to maintain problematic economic policies for an extended 
period without suffering major economic consequences (such as debt or exchange rate crises). 

Agricultural policies. During the 1970s and 1980s, agriculture was a low priority for the Nigerian government. 
Budget allocations to the sector remained below 3 percent of the total budget. In contrast, the government of 
Indonesia pursued a more balanced expenditure strategy, with relatively equal sharing of spending increases 
between the traditional sectors, new capital investment projects, and development of social and economic 
infrastructure. The difference in approaches adopted in the two countries can be explained largely by political 
economy factors. In Nigeria, rural interests were traditionally weak, and leading politicians were drawn from 
nonfarming occupations. Although a few agriculture support programs were initiated (such as subsidies for 



 8 

fertilizers and other inputs), those programs did not compensate for the effects of severe currency overvaluation 
coupled with price controls. In Indonesia, rural interests were stronger, and they succeeded in pushing through 
policies that avoided serious disruptions in the agriculture sector following the first oil boom. Agricultural growth 
slowed briefly during the mid-1970s, but it soon recovered. Rice production grew at an average rate of above 5 
percent per year between 1968 and 1984, largely because of increases in yields. Indonesia’s share in world 
agricultural exports increased steadily through the period. In Nigeria, the oil boom led to a severe disruption of the 
agricultural sector. Between 1973 and 1979, total agricultural output declined by 14 percent, and production of 
major cash crops fell by 30 to 65 percent. Meanwhile, the share of agricultural imports in total imports more than 
doubled. During the early 1970s, per capita agricultural imports were similar in the two countries. By 1981, 
agricultural imports in Nigeria had increased to US$39 per capita, whereas in Indonesia they remained at only US$9 
per capita.  

Major problems with agricultural policies enacted in Nigeria included the following:  

• Heavy taxation of agriculture, including through price setting that undermined producer incentives. Real 
producer prices of major cash crops declined by 40 to 60 percent between 1975 and 1985.  

• Erratic import policies characterized by frequent changes in both import tariffs and quantitative import 
restrictions. This created much uncertainty for producers. 

• Failure to set up a satisfactory credit system for farming and agroprocessing. 
Sources: Pinto (1987) and Bevan et al. (1999). 
 

Figure 3. Sectoral value added, Nigeria, 1960–2005 (% of GDP) 
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Figure 4. Share of agriculture in the Nigerian economy, 1960–2005 (%) 

 
Source: Walkenhorst (2007). 

The agricultural sector in Nigeria currently makes up about 23 percent of total GDP. That 
represents a relatively small share compared with most other countries in Sub-Saharan Africa (Figure 5). 
However, when the comparison is made with other mineral-rich countries on the continent (e.g., 
Botswana, South Africa, Angola, and Chad), agriculture still plays a relatively important role in Nigeria. 

Figure 5. Importance of agriculture, Nigeria versus other African countries, 2003 

 
Source: WDI (2007). 
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Following the decline in agricultural commodity exports, the performance of Nigerian agriculture 
became less erratic, and after a long period of contraction, the sector began to expand once again. After 
registering very slow growth during the 1970s and 1980s, agricultural GDP began to pick up during the 
1990s before accelerating sharply. Since 2000, agricultural growth has averaged 5.6 percent per year, well 
above the Africa-wide average and close to the government’s target rate of 6 percent per year (Figure 6). 

Figure 6. Agricultural GDP growth, Nigeria versus Sub-Saharan Africa 

 
Source: WDI (2007) 

The improved performance of Nigerian agriculture is certainly encouraging, but the sustainability 
of current high growth rates is subject to question. The recent upsurge in agricultural GDP growth has 
been driven mainly by production increases resulting from the expansion in area planted to staple crops. 
Productivity has remained flat, and yields of most crops have actually declined over the past two decades. 
The roots and tubers subsector offers a stark example. The area planted to roots and tubers has quadrupled 
since the mid-1980s, yet yields have dropped by more than 40 percent (World Bank 2006). Yield trends 
are qualitatively similar, although less pronounced, in the cereals and oilseeds subsectors (Figure 7). In 
general, crop yields in Nigeria (and indeed in Sub-Saharan Africa as a whole) have lagged compared with 
crop yields in other developing regions, resulting in an ever widening agricultural productivity gap with 
the rest of the world (Figure 8). Arable land being a finite resource, area expansion is not a sustainable 
source of agricultural growth. This suggests that public investments in agriculture must be reoriented to 
spur productivity gains. 
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Figure 7. Trends in crop yields in Nigeria, 1990–2004 
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Figure 8. Cereal yields, Nigeria versus comparator regions, 1961–20063
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3 ‘LDCs’ (Least Developed Countries) is a category used by the United Nations, based on the criteria of low national 

income, human resource weakness, and economic vulnerability. See also http://www.un.org/special-
rep/ohrlls/ldc/ldc%20criteria.htm 
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Getting Agriculture Going: A National priority 
Agricultural growth in Nigeria has been robust in recent years, but that does not mean that policymakers 
can be complacent. After all, what evidence is there to suggest that this growth has resulted from 
government spending? If growth in the agricultural sector has resulted mainly from general income 
effects in the economy and was facilitated by the removal of policy distortions in the sector, what is the 
likelihood that the current growth rate can be maintained? And if robust agricultural growth has occurred 
despite low government spending, what would be the rate of agricultural growth if government were to 
increase spending in agriculture? 

The desirability of maintaining high levels of agricultural growth in Nigeria seems clear. 
Agriculture can be an important source of pro-poor growth, especially in countries such as Nigeria where 
poverty is mainly rural (World Bank 2007b). About 53 percent of all Nigerians live in rural areas, but 
rural households account for more than 70 percent of the nation’s poor. Based on a relative poverty 
measure used by the federal government of Nigeria of the number of people living on less than two-thirds 
of mean per capita income, 64 percent of the people who live in rural areas live below the poverty line, 
compared with only 35 percent of the people who live in urban areas. Lamentably, these numbers are 
getting worse; poverty in Nigeria has been increasing. Between 1993 and 2003, the share of the 
population living in extreme poverty (US$1/day income) rose from 59 to 71 percent, and the share living 
in moderate poverty (US$2/day income) rose from 85 to 92 percent (WDI 2007). Clearly, Nigeria will not 
be able to meet its poverty reduction goals without tackling rural poverty. In turn, the welfare of rural 
populations in Nigeria will be tied to agriculture for the foreseeable future, as the vast majority of that 
population derives its livelihood primarily from agricultural activities. 

Improvements in the performance of the agricultural sector are needed not only to contribute to 
poverty reduction but also to reduce an undesirable dependence on food imports. Although the country 
disposes of sufficient foreign exchange earnings to be able to make up its structural food deficit with 
imports, the recent run-up in international cereal prices makes this strategy increasingly costly.  

Getting agriculture going in Nigeria will require a coordinated strategy comprising policy 
reforms, institutional restructuring, and well-targeted investments designed to upgrade degraded rural 
infrastructure, boost productivity, and stimulate increased competitiveness (World Bank 2005). Before an 
effective investment program can be designed and implemented, however, it will be important to have a 
clear understanding of the current pattern of public expenditure on agriculture, taking into account not 
only the quantity and quality of spending, but also its degree of alignment with the policy goals 
articulated in NEEDS, NAP, and the state and local government development strategies.  
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3.  MAGNITUDE OF AGRICULTURAL PUBLIC SPENDING 

Public expenditure in agriculture in Nigeria is reviewed in this chapter. Public expenditure in agriculture 
is examined in a historical perspective, assessed relative to expenditure in other sectors, evaluated relative 
to the size of the agricultural sector, and compared with international benchmarks. 

Agricultural Spending in Total Spending 
Total public spending at the federal level in Nigeria is presented in Table 1. The data are disaggregated by 
federal ministries, departments, and agencies, listed in order of size of average annual expenditure.  

Between 2001 and 2005, the aggregate federal spending budget averaged 824 billion naira per 
year. Of that amount, the agriculture sector budget constituted a very small share, averaging only 14.7 
billion naira per year, or slightly less than 1.8 percent of the total budget. In contrast, during the same 
period the education sector budget averaged 7.8 percent of the total budget, the water sector budget 5.7 
percent of the total budget, and the health sector budget 5.1 percent of the total budget.  

The share of actual expenditure that went to agriculture was similar to the share budgeted. 
Between 2001 and 2005, actual federal spending averaged 681 billion naira per year, of which 11.4 
billion naira went to agriculture, or slightly less than 1.7 percent. Again, the share of actual expenditure 
that went to the agriculture sector compared unfavorably with the shares that went to other sectors. Actual 
spending in the water sector accounted for 4.6 percent of total spending; actual spending on education 
accounted for 7.7 percent of total spending; and actual spending on health accounted for 6.5 percent of 
total spending. 

Even though this estimate of the share of federal-level spending going to agriculture is very small, 
the 1.7 percent figure may actually be too high. A significant amount of federal-level spending in Nigeria 
occurs off-budget, and analysis done as part of the recent Public Expenditure Management and Financial 
Accountability Review suggests that very little, if any, extra-budgetary spending has gone to agriculture 
(World Bank 2007a). If that is true, and given that extra-budgetary funds constitute as much as 30 percent 
of total public funds, then the share of agricultural spending at the federal level is significantly lower than 
1.7 percent. 

Federal government spending represents only a portion of the public resources going to the 
agricultural sector in Nigeria. Additional spending is effected by state and local government authorities, 
but that spending is hard to quantify because it is not tracked centrally (see Box 3 for a summary of 
mechanisms of financial transfers from the central to state and local governments). 

The Federal Ministry of Agriculture does not have information about the agricultural spending 
effected by each state and each LGA, or even about the aggregate level of agricultural spending effected 
by all states and all LGAs. 

The three state-level case studies and the three LGA-level case studies commissioned as 
background pieces for this paper provide insights into the relative magnitude of spending below the 
federal level. In the three case study states, the share of state-level public expenditure in agriculture has 
been higher than the share of federal-level expenditure (Table 2). The difference is significant: in all three 
of the case study states, the state-level share of agricultural spending was nearly twice as large as the 
federal-level share. Over the five-year study period, in Kaduna State the share of spending in agriculture 
ranged from 1.5 percent to 7 percent, with the average over the entire period about 3 percent. In Cross 
River State, the figures were nearly identical. In Bauchi State, spending in agriculture was proportionally 
higher: recurrent spending ranged from 3 percent to 6 percent, with an average of 4 percent, and capital 
spending ranged from 3 percent to 13 percent, with an average of 5.6 percent.  
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Table 1. Federal budgeted and actual expenditures by ministry, department, or agency (million naira) 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Average share 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
Consolidated Revenue Fund Charges 30,305 136,326 201,687 140,171 122,580 78,614 6,772 6,772 56,878 54,050 10.16% 12.22% 
Ministry of Education 62,567 82,411 64,885 58,951 68,185 47,470 62,895 61,357 61,131 69,810 7.76% 9.40% 
Presidency* 52,221 65,962 136,402 97,680 70,917 53,029 36,234 35,237 48,065 41,143 8.35% 8.61% 
Ministry of Defense 58,567 45,202 57,499 48,829 54,520 39,566 50,980 50,946 59,123 67,756 6.82% 7.41% 
Ministry of Works and Housing 75,121 61,909 68,268 61,654 70,180 25,570 41,645 38,944 62,058 49,319 7.70% 6.97% 
Police Commands and Formations 29,964 36,640 54,761 54,441 47,854 42,789 42,748 42,748 39,743 47,177 5.22% 6.57% 
Ministry of Health 39,264 41,700 40,056 32,155 47,926 28,456 40,075 39,148 40,825 46,299 5.05% 5.51% 
Ministry of Power and Steel 80,408 43,690 61,531 22,727 47,583 21,675 39,504 39,417 53,018 41,879 6.85% 4.98% 
Ministry of Water Resources  64,762 31,554 66,792 21,971 36,151 22,144 27,340 25,703 41,481 33,157 5.74% 3.95% 
Federal Capital Territory 26,800 30,820 40,691 11,814 49,202 17,654 22,099 20,949 35,713 27,999 4.24% 3.21% 
National Assembly 27,488 15,304 20,018 13,880 18,398 17,534 23,279 23,279 24,104 30,741 2.75% 2.96% 
Ministry of Petroleum Resources 4,328 3,460 3,437 3,285 4,239 4,108 76,524 76,484 6,242 6,780 2.30% 2.76% 
Service-Wide Votes 19,017 12,052 29,063 27,200 22,788 14,356 1,676 1,676 7,751 22,841 1.95% 2.29% 
Ministry of Internal Affairs 16,605 10,451 13,518 12,307 13,954 10,119 19,360 18,678 23,350 23,935 2.11% 2.22% 
Capital Supplementation 51,977 20,768 33,540 4,664 16,818 11,744 12,391 12,284 23,593 20,725 3.36% 2.06% 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs** 16,332 18,180 22,812 16,766 11,646 10,794 11,678 10,727 12,367 12,056 1.82% 2.01% 
Ministry of Ag. and Rural Dev. 17,575 15,916 16,509 9,521 14,908 8,917 12,725 10,768 11,516 11,847 1.78% 1.67% 
Ministry of Information  10,642 12,280 13,662 12,258 14,149 11,397 8,709 7,812 10,682 10,326 1.40% 1.59% 
Ministry of Sports and Social Dev. 14,930 4,158 15,537 13,127 51,729 32,492 2,600 2,080 2,323 1,806 2.12% 1.58% 
Ministry of Finance 10,201 10,841 10,656 10,655 10,639 9,140 11,707 11,460 8,906 9,345 1.27% 1.51% 
Ministry of Women’s Affairs, Youth  9,645 8,898 10,137 9,317 8,711 8,570 8,927 8,701 959 856 0.93% 1.07% 
Ministry of Transport 24,605 7,542 17,446 8,045 9,937 9,196 3,703 2,824 7,337 6,297 1.53% 1.00% 
Ministry of Science and Technology 2,854 3,791 10,002 7,944 5,847 2,937 6,068 5,901 11,215 9,547 0.87% 0.88% 
Ministry of Police Affairs**** 689 — — — 8,268 5,566 7,791 6,096 12,254 9,882 0.70% 0.63% 
Independent Nat’l Electoral Comm. 4,848 2,541 2,369 2,010 9,236 8,176 3,879 3,365 3,093 3,266 0.57% 0.57% 
Ministry of Communications 2,395 3,388 3,243 2,741 4,503 3,893 4,178 4,149 3,863 3,865 0.44% 0.53% 
Judiciary — — 6,484 5,890 7,482 4,925 7,139 7,139 — — 0.51% 0.53% 
Niger Delta Development 
Commission 10,000 — — — — 6,978 9,384 9,384 — — 0.47% 0.48% 
Ministry of Culture and Tourism 3,444 1,253 2,812 1,498 2,482 1,399 2,629 2,597 7,059 6,015 0.45% 0.37% 
Ministry of Industry 9,179 3,589 2,078 1,642 3,172 2,185 2,394 2,270 2,478 2,211 0.47% 0.35% 
National Population Commission 1,128 967 1,224 1,224 1,553 1,333 1,624 1,624 7,425 6,581 0.31% 0.34% 
Ministry of Justice 2,862 1,899 1,873 1,774 2,883 1,825 2,467 2,439 3,490 3,583 0.33% 0.34% 
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Table 1. Continued  
 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Average share 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
Public Debt Charges*** — — — 11,343 — — — — — — 0.00% 0.33% 
Ministry of State & Loc. Gov’t Affairs 93 931 781 780 140 108 623 622 8,478 8,385 0.25% 0.32% 
Ministry of Environment 1,706 1,850 2,149 2,106 1,577 1,234 2,333 2,224 3,641 3,301 0.28% 0.31% 
Ministry of Aviation 3,007 1,736 2,366 1,245 5,278 661 3,784 3,216 4,452 3,691 0.46% 0.31% 
Office of Head of Service 3,687 1,345 1,772 1,214 7,904 1,131 3,138 2,932 3,476 3,780 0.49% 0.31% 
Ministry of Housing & Urban Dev.**** — — — — 1,669 1,028 5,360 5,038 5,728 4,235 0.31% 0.30% 
Ministry of Labor and Productivity 1,713 1,648 3,795 1,287 1,993 1,281 2,884 2,673 3,160 3,047 0.33% 0.29% 
Ministry of Commerce 3,289 2,165 2,642 1,022 2,781 1,059 2,276 2,105 2,555 2,295 0.33% 0.25% 
Ministry of Solid Minerals 1,980 1,100 4,237 632 3,355 546 3,507 2,719 3,519 2,904 0.40% 0.23% 
Nat. Loans—Paras. and Gov’t Cos.*** — 3,642 4,661 1,320 — — — — — — 0.11% 0.15% 
Office of Auditor General for the Fed. 1,321 624 679 678 861 861 945 945 1,629 1,599 0.13% 0.14% 
Contingency 995 1,325 1,319 1,319 — — 335 335 1,470 - 0.10% 0.09% 
Ministry of Coop. and Int. in Africa 1,460 875 778 311 702 231 514 492 676 600 0.10% 0.07% 
Federal Character Commission 414 272 233 216 275 213 651 650 973 897 0.06% 0.07% 
Public Complaints Commission 354 288 371 369 319 318 509 509 512 558 0.05% 0.06% 
National Boundary Commission — — — — — — 3,485 1,350 — — 0.08% 0.04% 
Federal Civil Service Commission 391 216 224 224 227 225 290 290 317 317 0.04% 0.04% 
Rev. Mob. Alloc. & Fisc. Commission 681 — — — — — 426 426 526 501 0.04% 0.03% 
National Planning Commission 1,212 — — — — — 869 869 — — 0.05% 0.03% 
Indep. Corr. Practices Commission — — — — — — 291 290 564 542 0.02% 0.02% 
Code of Conduct Bureau 376 — — — — — 386 378 131 102 0.02% 0.01% 
Nat. Salaries & Wages Commission 159 97 101 72 75 67 132 127 118 114 0.01% 0.01% 
Total 803,561 751,607 1,055,098 740,278 885,595 573,513 643,861 621,147 729,968 717,962 100% 100% 

Notes: Ministries, departments, and agencies are sorted in descending order of average actual expenditure. Unless otherwise noted, all expenditure figures in this and subsequent 
tables are expressed in constant 2001 values.  
* Capital spending allocations to General Administration and National Security Adviser are included under the Presidency.  
** Including capital spending on External Financial Obligations.  
*** These are interest charges that should not be capital items but were so classified by the Office of the Accountant General.  
**** Created in 2003; Ministry of Police Affairs was part of the Presidency up to 2002.  
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Box 3. Fiscal transfer mechanisms in Nigeria’s decentralized system 
Nigerian subnational governments (state and local) derive revenues mainly by receiving allocations from a common 
pool of federally collected revenues, most of which come from petroleum exports. These allocations are 
supplemented by a small amount of internally generated revenues, mainly locally collected taxes. Between 2001 and 
2004, internally generated revenues accounted for less than 9 percent of all subnational revenues on average. 
Preliminary estimates for 2005 suggest only a modest increase in internally generated revenues, to about 10 percent 
of all revenues. Overall, in 2005 subnational internally generated revenues amounted to less than 1.5 percent of GDP 
and less than 3.5 percent of consolidated government revenues. Moreover, for reasons explained below, collection of 
internally generated revenues is heavily concentrated in a few locations—for example, Lagos State and Rivers State, 
as well as the Federal Capital Territory.  

Federal allocations to subnational governments flow through three main channels. Transfers from the Federation 
Account, which contains Nigeria’s oil revenues and some other federally collected taxes, account for about 85 
percent of revenue inflows to subnational governments. Value-added tax (VAT) allocations account for an 
additional 11 percent. The Federation Account allocations and the VAT allocations are formula based, and 
disbursements from both sources have become increasingly regular and transparent in recent years. By contrast, 
disbursements falling under the category “other allocations” are ad hoc. Most of these “other allocations” represent 
allocations from federally established extra-budgetary funds, but occasionally nonformula federal grants are made to 
individual states.  

State and local governments both receive federal transfers, the size of which is determined by formula. For some 
types of expenditure, funding is allocated based on population (in the state or in the LGA). For other types of 
expenditure, funding is distributed equally across all jurisdictions, irrespective of population size. 

Since the late 1990s, Nigeria’s fiscal system has undergone rapid decentralization. Examining only the budgeted 
government expenses, the share of federal government expenditure declined from almost 78 percent of total 
government spending in 1997 to 43.5 percent in 2005. Taking into account the significant amount of federal off-
budget spending that continues to take place, the share of federal expenditure in total public spending is somewhat 
higher, slightly above 50 percent, but there is no question that the level is continuing to decline. Looking to the 
subnational tiers of government, allocations to local governments have been increasing more rapidly than allocations 
to state governments. Expenditures by LGAs increased from less than 7 percent of total budgeted public spending in 
1999 to more than 14 percent in 2004 and 2005. 

Fiscal decentralization, combined with general fiscal expansion in Nigeria made possible by high oil prices, has 
resulted in high real rates of growth in subnational budgets. Expressed in real terms, subnational spending in 2005 
was almost four times higher than in 1999. A large part of the observed growth in subnational spending took place 
between 1999 and 2001, during the early years of civilian rule. Fiscal decentralization during this period was driven 
by political motives, as the civilian government drastically reduced the size of first-line charges and improved 
compliance with constitutional provisions on intergovernmental transfers of public funds. 

Rapid expenditure decentralization has created both new opportunities and new challenges for public service 
delivery in Nigeria. Because subnational governments are constitutionally responsible for financing basic public 
services (e.g., primary health care and education), decentralization could lead to further improvements in the 
financing of those priority sectors and boost efforts to meet the Millenium Development Goals (MDGs). At the same 
time, because of capacity constraints at the subnational level, decentralization could lead to declines in spending 
efficiency, particularly at the local government level. Up until now, fiscal decentralization in Nigeria has not been 
accompanied by a noticeable strengthening of intergovernmental coordination in the areas of fiscal and sector 
policies, posing an impediment to improvements in the delivery of basic services.  
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Table 2. Agricultural spending as a percentage of total spending in the case study governments 

Administra-
tive unit 

Expend. 
type 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 

Federal 
government 

Recurrent 2.4 1.6 1.0 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.7 
Capital 2.1 2.8 2.2 1.5 2.5 2.2 2.8 2.2 1.5 1.5 
Total 2.2 2.1 1.6 1.3 1.7 1.6 2.0 1.7 1.6 1.7 

Bauchi State 
Recurrent 5.3 5.8 5.8 2.8 4.8 3.9 4.5 3.4 4.9 3.0 
Capital 3.4 5.9 6.1 11.3 5.0 4.9 7.3 2.9 4.2 6.3 
Total 4.1 5.8 6.0 4.7 4.9 4.2 6.4 3.2 4.4 4.4 

CRS State 
Recurrent 4.7 3.9 2.9 3.0 2.4 3.5 2.6 2.3 1.7 2.0 
Capital 9.7 4.3 3.0 5.4 2.6 5.5 1.0 1.1 1.7 0.6 
Total 7.2 4.1 2.9 3.7 2.5 4.0 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.3 

Kaduna State 
Recurrent 2.1 1.7 3.9 1.4 3.2 1.5 — 2.0 3.3 1.5 
Capital 2.6 1.1 10.4 4.7 10.2 1.8 10.5 13.7 5.7 3.2 
Total 2.4 1.5 7.1 2.6 7.1 1.6 12.6 7.5 4.6 2.2 

Birnin Gwari 
local gov’t 

Recurrent 5.9 0.9 2.0 1.5 2.5 4.8 5.2 2.1 7.0 17.0 
Capital 5.8 5.1 6.8 11.0 7.2 11.0 4.1 11.9 7.3 3.6 
Total 5.8 2.8 2.9 4.3 3.3 6.7 4.8 4.5 7.1 11.9 

Odukpani  
local gov’t 

Recurrent 6.8 0.1 5.5 2.2 2.2 0.0 31.2 0.0 2.8 0.1 
Capital 6.6 0.0 7.3 6.2 3.7 0.0 34.1 0.0 12.0 0.1 
Total 6.7 0.1 6.0 2.3 2.8 0.0 32.0 0.0 5.5 0.1 

Dass local 
gov’t* Total — 9.52 — 13.9 — 12.2 — 12.9 — — 

Source: Compiled by the authors. 
* Data for Dass local government are more limited than for the other case studies.  

Agricultural spending by local governments was more variable. Over the five-year study period, 
agricultural spending by the Birnin Gwari local government ranged from 3 percent to 12 percent and 
averaged a quite high 7 percent. Meanwhile, agricultural spending by the Dass local government ranged 
from 9.5 percent to 14 percent and averaged 12 percent. In contrast, agricultural spending by the 
Odukpani local government was very low, averaging only 0.5 percent throughout the period.  

Given that public spending at subnational levels constitutes some 46 percent of total public 
spending (World Bank 2007a), and taking into account what is known about the level of agricultural 
spending undertaken by state and local governments, it is reasonable to assume that the agriculture share 
of total public spending over the period 2001 to 2005 was at least double the federal level of 1.7 percent, 
and possibly somewhat higher—say 3.5 to 4.5 percent. To the extent that including off-budget spending 
would lead to the federal-level share being adjusted downward, the agriculture share of total public 
spending would be somewhat lower. 

What would be the optimal level of public spending on agriculture in Nigeria? Determining such 
an “optimal” level of spending on agriculture (for Nigeria or for any other country) requires a technically 
complex analysis of the returns to public spending on agriculture vis-à-vis the returns to public spending 
on other sectors. Such an analysis is beyond the scope of this study. At the same time, the contribution 
made by agricultural development to growth and poverty reduction has been comprehensively 
documented through a large body of empirical work (for a recent summary, see World Bank 2007b). 
Mindful of the powerful relationship between agricultural development on the one hand and growth and 
poverty reduction on the other, African leaders met in Maputo in 2003 and made a commitment to 
allocate at least 10 percent of public expenditure to agriculture. Although the 10 percent target endorsed 
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in Maputo may not be appropriate for every country since the importance of the agricultural sector in the 
overall economy varies between countries, it serves as a reminder that public resource allocation to 
agriculture in Nigeria is very low when judged against the most widely cited international benchmark. 

Nigeria is not alone among developing countries in allocating a small share of public resources to 
supporting agriculture.4 Still, the level of public investment in agriculture is very low in Nigeria 
compared with most other developing countries. In 2000, Nigeria’s agricultural public spending expressed 
as a share of total public spending was lower than that of all other African countries for which data were 
available, and it was also substantially lower than the regional averages for Asia and Latin America 
(Table 3).5

Table 3. Agricultural spending as a percentage of total spending: Nigeria versus selected 
comparators 

 In prior decades, Nigeria’s ranking was only somewhat better. 

Countries/regions 1980 1990 2000 

African countries    
Nigeria 2.80 2.91 0.74 
Cote d’Ivoire 3.40 2.97 1.46 
Zimbabwe 7.03 11.18 1.70 
Togo 7.03 3.51 1.78 
Cameroon 2.22 4.06 2.01 
Ghana 12.23 4.10 2.57 
Morocco 6.46 4.98 3.29 
Uganda 32.55 3.91 4.00 
Botswana 9.71 6.47 4.29 
Malawi 10.17 11.10 4.30 
Kenya 8.42 6.03 4.82 
Mali 8.31 2.33 4.84 
Zambia 22.97 2.91 5.08 
Tunisia 14.52 8.00 5.76 
Ethiopia 8.38 4.91 6.55 
Egypt 4.35 4.73 6.85 
Burkina Faso 5.47 5.83 7.15 
AFRICA 6.42 5.15 4.05 
ASIA 14.80 12.23 9.11 
LAC 8.04 2.02 2.53 

Total 11.25 7.90 6.95 

Source: Database for Fan et al. (2008).  
Note: African countries are sorted in ascending order by the 2000 values. 

Another way to assess the adequacy of agricultural spending in Nigeria is to examine the 
relationship between the country’s stage of economic development and the share of agricultural spending 
in total spending and see how Nigeria compares with other countries (Figure 9). The relationship between 

                                                      
4 Here we do not consider indirect support provided to agriculture through public investments in other sectors that have an 

important bearing on agriculture (e.g., rural infrastructure, rural health and education, etc.).  
5 As discussed later, however, Nigeria’s expenditure (and expenditure share) in agriculture increased substantially after 

2000, but data needed for international comparisons are not available for these years. 
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income per capita and agricultural expenditure share is generally inverse, meaning that countries with 
higher levels of GDP per capita tend to allocate a smaller share of the budget to agriculture. A small 
number of countries do not conform with that general pattern; such countries feature low levels of GDP 
per capita, but they also allocate a small expenditure share to agriculture. Nigeria is one such outlier: GDP 
per capita is very low, but so too is the agricultural spending share. 

Figure 9. Agricultural spending share in countries at different stages of development, 2000 
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Sources: Database for Fan et al. (2008); WDI (2007). 

Agricultural Spending Relative to the Size of the Sector 
The share of agricultural spending in total public spending provides a good indicator of the attention 
given by government to agriculture, but it does not adequately capture how the amount of resources 
allocated to the sector measures up against the size of the sector. A 5 percent allocation to agriculture may 
be appropriate in a country in which agriculture makes up 5 percent of the economy, but it is likely to be 
insufficient in a country in which agriculture accounts for 50 percent of the economy.  

The standard approach for assessing the adequacy of agricultural spending relative to the size of 
the sector is to express public spending in agriculture as a share of agricultural GDP. How is Nigeria 
doing according to this indicator? Over the past 25 years, the level of public spending in agriculture in 
Nigeria relative to the size of the country’s agricultural sector has seen dramatic swings (Figure 10). The 
indicator peaked sharply on two occasions—once during the mid-1980s, and then again more recently in 
2001. Between the two peaks, successive Nigerian governments spent very little on agriculture relative to 
the sector’s large size: the indicator remained at about 1 percent. The surge in sector-normalized spending 
that occurred in 2001, which followed the shift to civilian rule in 2000, appears to have resulted in a new 
higher equilibrium that has been sustained in recent years, albeit with fluctuations.  
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Figure 10. Agricultural spending as % of total spending and as % of agricultural GDP 
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 Source: Database for Fan et al. (2008). 

How has Nigeria’s performance with regard to this indicator compared with the performance of 
other countries? Nigeria’s agricultural spending expressed as a share of agricultural GDP is low, not only 
compared with the Latin American and Asian averages, but even when compared with the Africa-wide 
average (Table 4). This provides some perspective against which to interpret the earlier cross-country 
comparison of agricultural spending expressed as a share of total public spending. For example, the data 
presented earlier in Table 3 showed that in 1990, Nigeria’s agricultural–to–total spending share was 
higher than that of Latin America. While this suggests that Nigeria gave agriculture a higher public 
resource priority than Latin America on average, the data presented in Table 4 reveal that the lower total 
expenditure share in Latin America may have been justified, since the contribution of agriculture to Latin 
America’s national income is much smaller than the contribution of agriculture to Nigeria’s national 
income. 

Further insights into the pattern of agricultural spending in Nigeria during the past 25 years can 
be obtained by examining Figure 11. The dark line shows agricultural spending in Nigeria expressed as a 
share of total spending, and the light line shows agricultural GDP expressed as a share of total GDP. The 
public resource and economic shares of agriculture, although very different in magnitude, have followed 
similar trends. Whenever agricultural GDP has increased as a share of total GDP, so has agricultural 
spending expressed as a share of total spending. Both indicators peaked during the mid-1980s and the late 
1990s. Interestingly, despite the recent increase in rhetoric from Nigerian policymakers about the need to 
increase investment in the agricultural sector, there has been no obvious upward trend during the past five 
years in the share of public resources going to the sector. 

The ratio between the two measures—that is, the ratio of the expenditure share of agriculture to 
the GDP share—is shown in Figure 12. A ratio of 1 indicates that agricultural public spending expressed 
as a share of total public spending is equal to the contribution of agricultural GDP to total GDP. A ratio of 
less than 1 indicates that the expenditure share going to the sector is smaller than the economic 
contribution of the sector, and vice versa. Throughout most of the 25-year period, the ratio in Nigeria has 
stood between 0.05 and 0.2, except for a brief period during the mid-1980s when it spiked sharply, 
reaching a high of 0.35 in 1986. The long-term average level of 0.14 indicates that the share of public 
resources going to agriculture was on average less than one-fifth of the share of agricultural GDP in total 
GDP.  
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Table 4. Agricultural spending as a percentage of agricultural GDP: Nigeria versus selected 
countries 

Countries/regions 1980 1990 2000 
African countries    
Cameroon 1.22 3.58 0.95 
Cote d’Ivoire 4.17 2.24 1.08 
Nigeria 1.80 2.20 1.14 
Togo 7.87 1.74 1.23 
Ghana 2.30 1.21 2.00 
Uganda 2.80 0.86 2.38 
Mali 3.70 1.69 3.93 
Burkina Faso 2.08 2.79 4.38 
Malawi 8.97 7.34 4.53 
Zimbabwe 13.01 20.60 5.36 
Zambia 60.85 4.36 6.21 
Ethiopia 1.49 4.05 6.59 
Kenya 7.65 6.64 7.05 
Morocco 11.59 8.11 7.87 
Egypt 12.56 7.13 11.21 
Tunisia 32.42 17.61 15.02 
Botswana 24.28 47.99 71.71 
AFRICA 7.40 5.44 5.71 
ASIA 9.44 8.51 9.54 
LAC 19.51 6.79 11.10 
Total 10.76 8.04 9.34 

Source: Database for Fan et al. (2008).  
Note: African countries are sorted in ascending order by the 2000 values. 

Figure 11. Agric. spending as % of total spending; agric. GDP as % of total GDP 
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Figure 12. Ratio of the agricultural expenditure share to the agricultural GDP share 

 
Source: Database for Fan et al. (2008) 

Do these numbers provide evidence of chronic underinvestment in agriculture? While there is a 
certain intuitive appeal to the notion that the expenditure share going to the sector should be congruent 
with the GDP share of the sector, it is not necessarily the case that the ratio should be 1. As discussed 
earlier, for any given country the “optimal” level of spending can be estimated only taking into account 
the pathways through which public investments in agriculture (and also in alternative sectors) affect 
economic variables, including growth and poverty reduction. The impacts of public investments in turn 
are influenced by the level and composition of private investments, which typically vary by sector. In 
Nigeria, as in many countries, these complex relationships are poorly understood, and consequently a 
great deal of in-depth empirical work would be needed to estimate what might be the optimal level of 
public investment in agriculture. Even so, the ratios just described offer useful measures that can be used 
to quantify the magnitude of public resource allocation in the sector. They also provide benchmarks 
against which spending levels in other sectors can be assessed and compared. 

Table 5 shows how the ratio of expenditure share to GDP share for agriculture has compared with 
the ratios for other sectors for which data are available.6

                                                      
6 Note: The ratios presented in Table 5 were calculated based on federal spending only, unlike the ratio depicted in Figure 

11, which was calculated based on federal and subnational spending. The numbers for agriculture in Figure 11 and Table 5 
therefore are not directly comparable. 

 As shown in Table 5, the ratios for the five 
sectors fall into three categories. The ratios for agriculture and trade are roughly similar in size. Over the 
five-year period, the ratios for both of those sectors averaged about 0.05, suggesting that the economic 
contribution of the two sectors was 20 times larger than the public expenditure share they commanded. 
The services and industry sectors fall into a second category. The ratios for those two sectors averaged 
about 0.2, indicating that the economic contribution of those sectors was five times greater than the share 
of public resources received. The construction sector forms the third and final category. In this case, the 
ratio was larger than 1, indicating that the sector received a larger share of spending than the share of its 
GDP in total GDP. Over the study period, the ratio averaged 5.6, indicating that the spending share of the 
construction sector was more than five times greater than the economic share. Comparing across all five 
sectors, agriculture had the lowest ratio of expenditure share to economic share. This means that 
agriculture received the least attention (at the federal level) in terms of public expenditure relative to its 
contribution to the overall economy. 
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Table 5. Ratio of federal expenditure share to GDP share for five sectors, Nigeria 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Average 

Agriculture 0.061 0.035 0.048 0.051 0.051 0.048 

Industry (including oil) 0.156 0.093 0.107 0.483 0.180 0.203 

Building and construction 7.226 6.878 3.878 4.874 5.061 5.605 

Wholesale and trade 0.041 0.029 0.039 0.058 0.088 0.057 

Services 0.194 0.175 0.270 0.150 0.174 0.188 
Source: Compiled by the authors. 

In summary, despite the difficulties inherent in determining the “optimal” level of expenditure, a 
picture begins to emerge based on the various measures of resource allocation. These measures relate 
agricultural spending to the size of the agricultural sector, the contribution of agriculture to the overall 
economy, the magnitude of spending in other sectors, spending levels in other developing countries, and 
Africa-wide spending targets formulated by policymakers. The picture that begins to emerge is that levels 
of spending on agriculture in Nigeria have been exceptionally low, especially in light of the important 
role that agriculture can play in Nigeria as an engine of growth and poverty reduction.  

This conclusion relates to the overall level of spending, but it does not say anything about the 
quality of spending. Gains in agricultural growth and poverty reduction are likely to be high as a result of 
increased public investments in agriculture only if the quality of such investments is addressed as well. 
The issue of quality is discussed later in the paper. 

Budget Execution in Agriculture 
Effective public provision of agricultural goods and services is critically affected by the predictability of 
the budget. Government ministries, departments, and agencies can plan and implement programs, 
projects, and activities in a systematic way only if the budget provides a good indication of the resources 
that will actually become available. One measure of budget predictability is the relationship between 
budgets and actual expenditures. Table 6 shows budgeted and actual expenditures by core economic 
classification, both for agriculture and aggregate spending. Table 7 summarizes the five-year average 
budget execution and shows the average absolute deviation of actual spending from the budget for each of 
the case study administrative units. The information about absolute deviations is an important 
complement to the information about average budget execution, because it does not net out cases of over- 
and underspending from the budget.  

In recent years, budget execution in the agricultural sector has been quite low in Nigeria. At the 
federal level, during the period 2001–2005, budget execution in the agricultural sector averaged only 79 
percent, meaning that on average 21 percent of the approved amount was never spent. At the state level, 
budget execution in the sample states was even lower, averaging 71 percent, 69 percent, and 44 percent in 
Cross River, Bauchi, and Kaduna states, respectively. At the local government level, Odukpani 
constituted an extreme case, with the deviation between the approved and actually executed budget being 
on average 89 percent. At all levels of government, the budget performance in agriculture was thus far 
removed from the Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability (PEFA) best-practice standard of no 
more than 3 percent discrepancy between budget and actual expenditures, equivalent to 97 percent 
implementation of the budget (PEFA 2005).  
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Table 6. Expenditures and budget performance in agricultural and total spending (million naira) 

Federal government   2001     2002     2003     2004     2005   
    Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B 

Agri-
culture 

Recurrent 6,980 7,266 104% 5,424 5,423 100% 5,802 5,319 92% 5,653 5,653 100% 6,049 7,564 125% 
Capital 10,595 8,651 82% 11,085 4,097 37% 9,105 3,598 40% 7,072 5,114 72% 5,467 4,284 78% 
Total 17,575 15,916 91% 16,509 9,521 58% 14,908 8,917 60% 12,725 10,768 85% 11,516 11,847 103% 
Cap. Share 60% 54% 90% 67% 43% 64% 61% 40% 66% 56% 47% 85% 47% 36% 76% 

Aggre-
gate 

Recurrent 295,254 447,406 152% 555,252 460,890 83% 520,744 408,705 78% 392,979 392,979 100% 372,629 437,556 117% 
Capital 508,307 304,201 60% 499,845 279,389 56% 364,850 164,808 45% 250,882 228,168 91% 357,339 280,406 78% 
Total 803,561 751,607 94% 1,055,098 740,278 70% 885,595 573,513 65% 643,861 621,147 96% 729,968 717,962 98% 
Cap. Share 63% 40% 64% 47% 38% 80% 41% 29% 70% 39% 37% 94% 49% 39% 80% 

Ag.  
share 

Recurrent 2.4% 1.6%   1.0% 1.2%   1.1% 1.3%   1.4% 1.4%   1.6% 1.7%   
Capital 2.1% 2.8%   2.2% 1.5%   2.5% 2.2%   2.8% 2.2%   1.5% 1.5%   
Total 2.2% 2.1%   1.6% 1.3%   1.7% 1.6%   2.0% 1.7%   1.6% 1.7%   

                 
Bauchi State    2001     2002     2003     2004     2005   
    Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B 

Agri-
culture 

Recurrent 436 498 114% 383 417 109% 388 428 110% 394 382 97% 432 359 83% 
Capital 533 412 77% 647 507 78% 502 192 38% 1,261 218 17% 1,222 564 46% 
Total 969 910 94% 1,029 925 90% 890 621 70% 1,655 601 36% 1,654 923 56% 
Cap. Share 55% 45% 82% 63% 55% 87% 56% 31% 55% 76% 36% 48% 74% 61% 83% 

Aggre-
gate 

Recurrent 8,236 8,555 104% 6,557 15,164 231% 8,043 10,956 136% 8,662 11,382 131% 8,835 11,851 134% 
Capital 15,531 7,010 45% 10,681 4,475 42% 9,974 3,961 40% 17,303 7,599 44% 28,957 8,922 31% 
Total 23,767 15,566 65% 17,238 19,639 114% 18,017 14,917 83% 25,965 18,981 73% 37,791 20,772 55% 
Cap. Share 65% 45% 69% 62% 23% 37% 55% 27% 48% 67% 40% 60% 77% 43% 56% 

Ag.  
share 

Recurrent 5.3% 5.8%   5.8% 2.8%   4.8% 3.9%   4.5% 3.4%   4.9% 3.0%   
Capital 3.4% 5.9%   6.1% 11.3%   5.0% 4.9%   7.3% 2.9%   4.2% 6.3%   
Total 4.1% 5.8%   6.0% 4.7%   4.9% 4.2%   6.4% 3.2%   4.4% 4.4%   
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Table 6. Continued 

Cross River State    2001     2002     2003     2004     2005   
    Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B 

Agri-
culture 

Recurrent 383 259 68% 231 219 95% 260 255 98% 234 223 95% 192 188 98% 
Capital 771 148 19% 274 174 63% 213 147 69% 145 110 76% 157 48 31% 
Total 1,154 407 35% 505 393 78% 473 403 85% 380 333 88% 349 236 68% 
Cap. Share 67% 36% 54% 54% 44% 82% 45% 37% 81% 38% 33% 87% 45% 20% 45% 

Aggre-
gate 

Recurrent 8,081 6,564 81% 8,095 7,285 90% 11,048 7,376 67% 9,062 9,688 107% 11,197 9,587 86% 
Capital 7,913 3,474 44% 9,069 3,251 36% 8,186 2,669 33% 14,315 9,643 67% 9,247 7,971 86% 
Total 15,994 10,038 63% 17,164 10,536 61% 19,234 10,045 52% 23,377 19,331 83% 20,444 17,558 86% 
Cap. Share 49% 35% 70% 53% 31% 58% 43% 27% 62% 61% 50% 81% 45% 45% 100% 

Ag.  
share 

Recurrent 4.7% 3.9%   2.9% 3.0%   2.4% 3.5%   2.6% 2.3%   1.7% 2.0%   
Capital 9.7% 4.3%   3.0% 5.4%   2.6% 5.5%   1.0% 1.1%   1.7% 0.6%   
Total 7.2% 4.1%   2.9% 3.7%   2.5% 4.0%   1.6% 1.7%   1.7% 1.3%   

                 
Kaduna State   2001     2002     2003     2004     2005   
    Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B 

Agri-
culture 

Recurrent 237 221 93% 482 183 38% 391 205 52% 285 237 83% 373 170 46% 
Capital 557 125 22% 1,213 343 28% 1,624 86 5% 1,459 1,392 95% 705 261 37% 
Total 793 346 44% 1,696 526 31% 2,015 291 14% 1,744 1,629 93% 1,078 431 40% 
Cap. Share 70% 36% 51% 72% 65% 91% 81% 30% 37% 84% 85% 102% 65% 60% 92% 

Aggre-
gate 

Recurrent 11,505 12,682 110% 12,262 12,849 105% 12,409 13,427 108%   11,565  — 11,257 11,751 104% 
Capital 21,163 11,051 52% 11,700 7,247 62% 15,872 4,788 30% 13,835 10,135 73% 12,439 8,068 65% 
Total 32,668 23,733 73% 23,962 20,097 84% 28,280 18,216 64% 13,835 21,700 157% 23,695 19,820 84% 
Cap. Share 65% 47% 72% 49% 36% 74% 56% 26% 47% 100% 47% 47% 52% 41% 78% 

Ag.  
share 

Recurrent 2.1% 1.7%   3.9% 1.4%   3.2% 1.5%    — 2.0%   3.3% 1.5%   
Capital 2.6% 1.1%   10.4% 4.7%   10.2% 1.8%   10.5% 13.7%   5.7% 3.2%   
Total 2.4% 1.5%   7.1% 2.6%   7.1% 1.6%   12.6% 7.5%   4.6% 2.2%   
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Table 6. Continued 

Birnin Gwari  
LGA  

  2001     2002     2003     2004     2005   
Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B 

Agri-
culture 

Recurrent 14.72 1.90 13% 22.52 4.36 19% 23.30 10.31 44% 30.57 5.40 18% 37.96 67.31 177% 
Capital 13.57 8.83 65% 15.56 12.94 83% 13.45 10.59 79% 12.56 9.71 77% 23.93 8.91 37% 
Total 28.29 10.73 38% 38.07 17.30 45% 36.75 20.90 57% 43.13 15.11 35% 61.89 76.23 123% 
Cap. Share 48% 82% 172% 41% 75% 183% 37% 51% 138% 29% 64% 221% 39% 12% 30% 

Aggre-
gate 

Recurrent 250.00 211.31 85% 1,102.20 283.25 26% 921.84 213.58 23% 592.01 256.85 43% 538.51 396.06 74% 
Capital 234.38 174.51 74% 230.38 117.69 51% 186.70 96.49 52% 310.10 81.67 26% 327.92 246.23 75% 
Total 484.38 385.82 80% 1,332.58 400.93 30% 1,108.54 310.07 28% 902.11 338.51 38% 866.43 642.29 74% 
Cap. Share 48% 45% 93% 17% 29% 170% 17% 31% 185% 34% 24% 70% 38% 38% 101% 

Ag.  
share 

Recurrent 5.9% 0.9%   2.0% 1.5%   2.5% 4.8%   5.2% 2.1%   7.0% 17.0%   
Capital 5.8% 5.1%   6.8% 11.0%   7.2% 11.0%   4.1% 11.9%   7.3% 3.6%   
Total 5.8% 2.8%   2.9% 4.3%   3.3% 6.7%   4.8% 4.5%   7.1% 11.9%   

                 

Odukpani  
LGA  

  2001     2002     2003     2004     2005   
Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B Budget Actual A/B 

Agri-
culture 

Personnel 8.50 0.00  13.26 8.89   4.23  —   34.69  —    14.29 0.08   
Overhead 0.25 0.37  0.44 0.23   0.62 0.07   —  0.12   —  0.14   
Recurrent 8.75 0.38 4.3% 13.70 9.12 66.6% 4.85 0.07 1.5% 34.69 0.12 0.3% 14.29 0.23 1.6% 
Capital 4.00 0.00 0.0% 6.04 0.56 9.3% 5.29  -  0.0% 13.94  —  0.0% 24.56 0.11 0.4% 
Total 12.75 0.38 3.0% 19.74 9.68 49.0% 10.14 0.07 0.7% 48.63 0.12 0.2% 38.85 0.34 0.9% 
Cap. Share 31% 0% 1% 31% 6% 19% 52% 0% 0% 29% 0% 0% 63% 32% 51% 

Aggre-
gate 

Personnel 128.61 132.34  181.16 144.54  114.85 121.69  101.60 123.12  119.26 110.07  
Overhead  —  99.78   —  145.85  —  92.38  9.65 41.70  135.04 74.28  
Other rec.  —  137.79  67.43 127.37  105.83 121.83   —  149.89  250.30 124.94  
Recurrent 128.61 369.91 288% 248.59 417.76 168% 220.68 335.89 152% 111.24 314.71 283% 504.60 309.29 61% 
Capital 60.51 42.53 70% 82.57 9.17 11% 143.60 43.70 30% 40.83 146.02 358% 205.01 141.80 69% 
Total 189.11 412.44 218% 331.17 426.94 129% 364.29 379.59 104% 152.08 460.73 303% 709.61 451.09 64% 
Cap. Share 32% 10% 32% 25% 2% 9% 39% 12% 29% 27% 32% 118% 29% 31% 109% 

Ag.  
share 

Recurrent 6.81% 0.10%   5.51% 2.18%   2.20% 0.02%   31.18% 0.04%   2.83% 0.07%   
Capital 6.61% 0.00%   7.32% 6.15%   3.68% 0.00%   34.14% 0.00%   11.98% 0.08%   
Total 6.74% 0.09%   5.96% 2.27%   2.78% 0.02%   31.98% 0.03%   5.47% 0.07%   

Source: Compiled by the authors. 
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The true size of the discrepancy between approved and executed budgets is understated when 
budget performance figures are averaged across longer periods (as they are here), because some 
administrative units have seen spending exceed the budget by significant amounts, at least in some years. 
This has the effect of bringing the longer-term average budget execution figure closer to 100 percent, 
masking what may have been significant discrepancies in some years. The average absolute deviation 
from the approved budget, shown in Table 7, adjusts for this netting-out effect of over- and 
underspending. For example, while the 2001–2005 average aggregate budget performance of 92 percent 
in Kaduna state seems satisfactory, the long-term average hides the fact that in 2004, the state spent far 
more than had been budgeted. The average absolute deviation is therefore not 8 percent, but rather 31 
percent. 

The problem of low budget execution is not peculiar to agriculture (tables 6 and 7). At the federal 
level, actual expenditures across all sectors constituted 85 percent of budgeted expenditures on average 
over the study period. In the three case study states of Bauchi, Cross River, and Kaduna, the ratios of 
actual spending to budgeted spending were 78 percent, 69 percent, and 92 percent, respectively. In the 
two local governments for which complete data are available, budget execution ratios averaged 50 percent 
and 164 percent. This indicates that low budget execution is a systemic problem affecting all sectors in 
Nigeria.  

In Nigeria, as in most other countries where budget execution is a problem, the unpredictability of 
spending derives mainly from the instability of capital outlays, rather than the instability of recurrent 
expenditure. This can be seen most immediately by comparing the average absolute deviation of actual 
expenditure from budgets (Table 7). Across almost all of the case studies, the deviation from the budget 
in the capital outturn is substantially higher than the deviation from the budget of recurrent expenditure.  

Table 7. Average budget execution and budget deviation in agricultural and aggregate spending (%) 

 
 
Expenditure type 

Federal 
level 

State LGA 

Bauchi Cross 
River Kaduna Birnin 

Gwari Odukpani 

Average 
budget 
execution 

Agri-
culture 

Recurrent 104.2 102.8 90.6 62.5 54.3 14.9 
Capital 61.8 51.5 51.7 37.7 68.3 2.0 
Total 79.1 69.1 70.7 44.5 59.7 10.8 

Aggre-
gate 

Recurrent 106.1 147.4 86.1 106.9 50.1 190.4 
Capital 66.1 40.3 53.2 56.5 55.7 107.7 
Total 84.7 78.1 69.0 92.3 49.9 163.5 

Average 
absolute 
deviation 
of actual 
spending 
from 
budget 

Agri-
culture 

Recurrent 7.5 10.8 9.4 37.5 76.6 85.1 
Capital 38.2 48.5 48.3 62.3 31.7 98.0 
Total 22.0 30.9 29.3 55.5 49.6 89.2 

Aggre-
gate 

Recurrent 21.5 47.4 16.7 6.9 49.9 105.9 
Capital 33.9 59.7 46.8 43.5 44.3 95.3 
Total 15.3 27.5 31.0 30.5 50.1 78.1 

Source: Compiled by the authors. 

For example, at the federal level, capital spending in agriculture was on average 38 percent 
different (higher or lower) from the approved budget, while the discrepancy was only 8 percent for 
recurrent spending in agriculture. The differences were similar in the case study states: capital and 
recurrent spending differed by 49 percent versus 11 percent in Bauchi State, by 48 percent versus 9 
percent in Cross River State, and by 62 percent versus 38 percent in Kaduna State. The difference 
between the level of capital outlay and recurrent spending in Odukpani local government was less 
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pronounced (although budget execution in both accounts was dismal). Birnin Gwari local government 
constituted the only exception; in Birnin Gwari, budget performance was poorer in the recurrent account.  

These observed differences in budget execution between the capital and recurrent accounts are 
not wholly surprising. Under the budget accounting system used in Nigeria, recurrent expenditures consist 
mostly of personnel-related expenditures. In some cases, this share is particularly high (e.g., in Cross 
River State personnel costs consumed 98 percent on average of the total state budget for agriculture 
during the study period). Since salaries and wages are relatively stable and predictable, particularly in the 
public sector, personnel-related expenditures are usually also very stable and predictable. Unlike budgets 
for capital expenditures (including projects), which must be proposed and defended by the line ministries 
on an annual basis as part of the budget process, salaries and employment of civil servants working in the 
line ministries are not subject to an annual negotiation process, leaving them much less likely to show 
year-to-year variability. 

The chronic large discrepancies between budgets and actual spending in the capital account are a 
legacy of the capital investment bias in the budget process, which was more pronounced in the past than it 
is today. That bias created strong incentives within the system to introduce inflated capital estimates into 
yearly appropriations bills, which allowed ministries to initiate new investment projects but made it 
difficult for many of the projects to be completed. The result was perennially low budget execution.  

The unpredictability of the budget process in Nigeria is reflected not only in the chronic large 
discrepancies between budgets and actual spending, but also in the extreme variability in the size of those 
discrepancies. From 2001 through 2005, at the federal level budget execution in agriculture ranged from 
58 percent to 103 percent (Table 6). At the state level, agricultural budget execution ranged from 36 
percent to 94 percent in Bauchi State, from 35 percent to 88 percent in Cross River State, and from 14 
percent to 93 percent in Kaduna State. At the local government level, the year-to-year variability in 
agricultural budget execution was even more pronounced.  

The existence of chronic large discrepancies between budgets and actual spending poses a 
challenge for those charged with formulating and implementing public policy. When there is no 
consistent and predictable relationship between budgets and actual releases, designing and implementing 
programs and projects becomes extremely difficult. Faced with unstable and unpredictable capital 
budgets, policymakers and program managers must often change course in midstream and reprioritize 
spending in response to unexpected shortfalls or windfalls. Especially before the federal government 
introduced fiscal management reforms in 2004, federal line ministry officials, including in the agricultural 
sector, faced significant uncertainties concerning the magnitude and timing of financial releases from the 
Ministry of Finance. Operating in a climate of uncertainty, officials often had to resort to ad hoc and 
largely unplanned decision making. The consequences in terms of policy implementation were clearly 
negative. Some critically needed capital projects had to be delayed or canceled entirely, and others that 
had been launched faced delays in completion or at worst remained unfinished. Attainment of policy 
goals was jeopardized, and achievement of expected outcomes was undermined.  

Some of the factors contributing to poor budget execution in Nigeria are specific to the different 
tiers of government. At the federal level, tensions between the National Assembly and the executive have 
almost certainly contributed to poor budget execution. On the one hand, National Assembly members 
have a strong interest to ensure high levels of public investment in their constituencies. On the other hand, 
the executive, led by the Federal Ministry of Finance, emphasizes fiscal discipline and alignment of the 
total size of public spending with macroeconomic stability. Because there are limited governance 
mechanisms for resolving these competing priorities, the parliament often approves large capital budgets 
that the Ministry of Finance is reluctant to implement fully, resulting in low releases of funds for capital 
investments. More recently, consultations between the two branches of government have improved. The 
Fiscal Responsibility Bill passed by the National Assembly in October 2007 binds both the legislature and 
the executive to an overall budget ceiling pegged to long-term forecasts of oil prices; this has reduced 
conflict in the budget process by making the budget envelope rule based. The Fiscal Responsibility Bill 
also imposes a measure of discipline by limiting the budget deficit to a level not exceeding 3 percent of 
estimated GDP, or any sustainable percentage as determined by the assembly. 
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At the state level, the poor budget performance for capital expenditures is attributable partly to 
the use of the imprest system, which differs from the treasury accounting system used in most countries 
having federal systems of government. The treasury accounting system empowers state-level line 
ministries to manage their own capital budgets, once the latter have been approved, usually under 
oversight by the state ministry of finance. In contrast, the imprest system used in Nigeria transfers 
substantial power over allocation of the capital budget to the office of the state governor, who serves as 
the executive head of the state. If the budgeting priorities that emerge from the line ministry’s planning 
process are somehow at odds with the priorities of the state governor, the capital projects that eventually 
get funded may represent a small subset of those appearing in the approved capital budget. As a result, the 
actual pattern of capital spending may diverge significantly from the pattern appearing in the budget. 

At the local government level, budget execution is worst of all. The poor performance at the local 
government level can be attributed to three main causes. First, capacity constraints are much more 
pronounced at the local government level than at the federal and state levels. Second, there tends to be 
little accountability for spending carried out at the local government level. There is little pressure on LGA 
executives to produce systematic budget reports using standardized formats, and most states do not 
enforce budget-reporting requirements for local governments in any systematic way. Also, local civil 
society remains weak, meaning it cannot effectively exercise pressure for accountability on behalf of 
taxpayers. Third, fiscal relations between state and local government tiers lack transparency, which 
creates additional barriers for sound budget reporting even in the absence of the primary constraints 
related to capacity and accountability. For example, state governments often intercept a significant 
portion of federation account allocations designated for LGAs and spend it on statewide programs. Such 
funds, which legally belong to LGAs but are actually spent by states, represent an important “black hole” 
in the Nigerian fiscal system because they are reflected neither in state budgets nor in LGA budgets. 
These withholdings constitute a major source of discrepancies in LGA budget reporting. 
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4.  STRUCTURE OF CAPITAL SPENDING IN AGRICULTURE 

Broad Features of the Allocation of the Capital Budget for Agriculture  
The budget accounts used in Nigeria for public expenditure management do not follow international 
standards of functional classification. Capital spending classification in Nigeria partly follows the 
administrative structures of the ministries and partly reflects programmatic allocations (see Appendix C).  

At the federal level, an extremely high proportion of capital spending is directed toward crops-
related activities, and an extremely small proportion is directed toward livestock- and fisheries-related 
activities. From 2001 through 2005, within the Federal Ministry of Agriculture, on average nearly 97 
percent of capital spending went to support the crops subsector, and only 3.1 percent of capital spending 
went to support the livestock and fisheries subsectors combined (Table 8). 

Similar patterns obtain at the state level, at least in our case study states. For example, from 2001 
through 2005, spending in Cross River State focused almost exclusively on crops, accounting for more 
than 99 percent of total real capital spending in agriculture during the period (Table 9). Spending on 
livestock came a very distant second, accounting for only about 0.3 percent of the capital budget. 
Spending on fisheries was even lower. In most of those years, no capital spending at all was directed 
toward livestock and fisheries. Livestock received funds for capital investment only in 2003, and fisheries 
only in 2005. 

Capital spending recorded in Cross River State in the livestock and fisheries sectors was 
exceedingly low. According to the official records, spending in each of those two subsectors took place in 
only one out of the five years covered by the study, despite the fact that budgets were approved in all 
years. That no spending was recorded in the two subsectors in four out of five years covered by the study 
raises questions about the systems used to record capital spending data. Officials working in the Cross 
River State ministry of agriculture suggested that the chart of accounts did not allow spending on 
livestock- and fisheries-related activities to be recorded separately. Those officials stated that some capital 
spending did take place in those two subsectors, yet the spending was recorded as spending on crops. That 
makes one ask why the budget recording system allowed for separate budgeting for livestock- and 
fisheries-related activities, but not for accumulation of actual spending in the two subsectors. Without 
further investigation into accounting practices used in the Cross River State ministry of agriculture, as 
well as further assessment of the content of state-funded initiatives and projects, it is difficult to know 
whether the extremely low reported investments in the livestock and fisheries subsectors are accurate, as 
opposed to simply being an artifact of the accounts preparation system. 

The pattern of capital spending in Kaduna State was similar to that in Cross River State (Table 
10). The crops subsector received by far the largest share of public investments (96 percent), with capital 
spending in the livestock subsector lagging far behind (about 3.7 percent). Capital spending in the 
fisheries subsector was minuscule in Kaduna State, and in fact no spending at all was recorded in the 
fisheries subsector in four out of the five years covered by the study, despite the fact that resources were 
budgeted in all years. Interestingly, capital spending in Kaduna State fell short of the amounts budgeted in 
all subsectors, including crops, with the budget shortfall having been similar across all subsectors.  

The distribution of capital spending across subsectors observed at the federal and state levels was 
seen also at the local level. For example, in Odukpani, 98 percent of capital spending was directed toward 
the crops subsector, with the livestock subsector receiving the remaining 2 percent. In Birnin Gwari, a 
somewhat lower 86 percent of capital spending was directed toward the crops subsector, with the 
remaining 14 percent allocated to livestock, fisheries, and home economics. 
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Table 8. Breakdown of federal capital spending (%) 

  2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Average 
  Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
Rural development 8.7 35.6 5.4 0.6 5.3 0.0 34.6 1.0 1.2 3.3 11.5 1.9 
Dept. of Ag. Land Resources 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 2.9 0.4 0.5 
Projects Coord. Unit 33.2 46.1 23.8 26.6 39.2 64.6 33.8 51.3 8.9 38.2 29.0 48.9 
Dept. of Agriculture (Crops)  0.0 0.0 0.5 0.3 6.5 0.0 19.9 4.6 1.6 3.3 6.3 2.0 
Fisheries 0.5 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.4 
Niger Delta 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Fertilizer 56.9 0.0 69.4 70.9 47.3 32.7 11.6 43.1 80.5 42.4 51.1 43.5 
Livestock and pest control 0.8 10.6 0.9 1.6 1.6 2.7 0.1 0.1 3.8 7.5 1.4 2.7 
Nat’l Cereal Res. Inst., Badeggi 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.1 0.2 0.2 
Total capital spending 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Table 9. Cross River State agricultural capital spending 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Average 
 Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  
 (million naira) 
Agriculture (crops) 758.44 147.76 263.38 173.93 206.71 145.47 135.03 110.43 171.89 55.68 307.09 126.65 
Livestock/veterinary  7.90 0.00 6.16 0.00 2.31 1.89 6.70 0.00 6.70 0.00 5.96 0.38 
Fisheries 5.00 0.00 4.40 0.00 3.86 0.00 4.02 0.00 6.03 0.67 4.66 0.13 
Total capital spending 771.34 147.76 273.93 173.93 212.88 147.35 145.75 110.43 184.63 56.35 317.71 127.16 
 (% of total capital spending) 
Agriculture (crops) 98.3 100.0 96.2 100.0 97.1 98.7 92.6 100.0 93.1 98.8 96.7 99.6 
Livestock/veterinary 1.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 1.1 1.3 4.6 0.0 3.6 0.0 1.9 0.3 
Fisheries 0.7 0.0 1.6 0.0 1.8 0.0 2.8 0.0 3.3 1.2 1.5 0.1 
Total capital spending 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 10. Kaduna State agricultural capital spending 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Average 
 Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  
 (thousand naira) 
Crops 451,216 123,440 1,195,822 296,389 1,598,465 66,460 1,443,347 1,386,837 659,920 252,405 1,069,754 425,106 
Livestock 105,500 1,250 13,193 46,639 23,145 19,420 14,992 4,895 45,327 8,422 40,431 16,125 
Fisheries 86 86 4,398 0 2,314 0 804 0 0 0 1,520 17 
Total 556,802 124,776 1,213,412 343,027 1,623,924 85,880 1,459,143 1,391,732 705,247 260,827 1,111,706 441,249 
 (% of total capital spending) 
Crops 81.0 98.9 98.6 86.4 98.4 77.4 98.9 99.7 93.6 96.8 96.2 96.3 
Livestock 18.9 1.0 1.1 13.6 1.4 22.6 1.0 0.4 6.4 3.2 3.6 3.7 
Fisheries 0.02 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Federal Resource Allocation to Projects and Programs 
The data presented in tables 8, 9, and 10 show that across all tiers of government, by far the largest share 
of agricultural capital spending is targeted at the crops subsector. Although that is an important finding, 
the expenditure categories shown in those three tables (subsectors) represent a fairly high level of 
aggregation. To derive more insights into the pattern of public resource allocation, it is necessary to 
examine in greater detail how the allocations are distributed within the individual subsectors. 

Appendix D presents a detailed breakdown of agricultural capital spending at the federal level 
during the five-year period covered by the study (2001–2005). Expenditures are specified by projects and 
by activities within projects. Of the 179 activities to which resources were allocated,7 three dominated 
spending, accounting for more than 81 percent of total capital spending in agriculture during the study 
period. The remaining 176 activities collectively accounted for less than 19 percent. Ranked in order of 
size, the three dominant activities included (i) fertilizer market stabilization (average annual allocation of 
1.25 billion naira, or 43 percent of total capital spending in agriculture);8 (ii) the food security component 
of the National Special Program for Food Security (NSPFS) (average annual expenditure of 0.63 billion 
naira, or 22 percent of total capital spending in agriculture);9

To summarize, the three largest line items among 179 federally supported subprograms absorbed 
81 percent of total agricultural capital spending at the federal level. This pattern of spending reflects a 
remarkable concentration of resources allocated to a small number of extremely large activities. Nearly 60 
percent of all capital spending at the federal level involved government purchasing of agricultural inputs 
(fertilizer) and agricultural outputs (mainly grain). The 60 percent figure, which is based on the capital 
expenditures reported for the two largest programs identified in the federal accounts, may actually be an 
underestimate, because additional government purchasing of inputs and outputs may have taken place 
under other federally supported projects and programs. It would be easy to criticize the purchasing by the 
federal government of inputs and outputs as use of public resources to pay for private goods, but it is 
important to recognize that such expenditures also have a public goods dimension. For example, to the 
extent that fertilizer subsidies have encouraged farmers to take up a productive technology that they 
otherwise would have avoided as too risky, and to the extent that government purchasing of agricultural 
outputs has effectively reduced price variability in output markets, these expenditures have generated 
social benefits. Still, the question remains whether an appropriate balance has been struck between this 
type of spending and spending on other public goods and services—for example, agricultural research and 
extension—that are known to have large payoffs in terms of boosting agricultural productivity. 

 and (iii) the Strategic Grain Reserve 
(average annual allocation of 0.46 billion naira, or 16 percent of total capital spending in agriculture). The 
next-largest activities were considerably smaller in size. The fourth-largest activity, which was related to 
the Strategic Grain Reserve, involved the construction of silos for grain storage (5 percent), and the fifth-
largest activity, which was actually part of the NSPFS, involved investment in aquaculture (1.7 percent).  

To what extent is the preceding picture of the distribution of agricultural spending likely to be 
distorted by the fact that some key expenditure data are missing, especially expenditure data on 
agricultural research? Even if the data gaps could be filled, the main finding that agricultural spending in 
Nigeria is extremely concentrated in a small number of areas is unlikely to change. Information about the 
level of agricultural research spending in the years leading up to the study period (discussed in greater 

                                                      
7 Actual or budgeted spending was positive for 202 items, and actual spending was positive for 179 items. 
8 It is unclear whether the reported expenditure on fertilizer market stabilization represents the gross cost of purchasing 

fertilizer for resale or the net cost (i.e., the gross purchasing cost net of the income received from sales of subsidized fertilizer). 
The reported expenditure likely refers to the gross cost, in which case the cost of the government’s fertilizer subsidy program 
would be smaller. 

9 The food security component of the NSPFS absorbs more than one-fifth of total public spending on agriculture. Given the 
rather broad nature of the description, it would be useful to be able to break down the expenditure to determine how spending 
within this category is actually allocated. Unfortunately, detailed information about the NSPFS spending could not be obtained. 
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detail later) suggests that such spending is quite modest compared with the amounts allocated to the top 
three aforementioned activities. This conclusion is further supported by a crude approximation: assuming 
that the budget for the one agricultural research institute for which data are available is similar to the 
budgets of the remaining 14 agricultural research institutes supported by the Federal Ministry of 
Agriculture, then agricultural research spending would come to about 0.4 billion naira per year, or only 
2.8 percent of total capital spending in agriculture at the federal level. 

The lack of detailed information about the largest expenditure categories in the agricultural 
budget points to the need for applied analytical work focusing on the quality of public spending. An 
obvious immediate candidate would be a study focusing on public programs to promote increased 
fertilizer use, since they make up such a large share of total agricultural spending. Little detailed 
information is available about the precise magnitude of fertilizer-related expenditures, about the 
modalities of public support to the fertilizer system, and about the impact of fertilizer subsidies on 
agricultural and welfare variables. Understanding these dimensions of the fertilizer support program is 
important, because the justification for public support to fertilizer promotion initiatives is likely to evolve 
through time. Box 4 summarizes a recent study (Fan et al. 2007) that examined the relative impact of 
subsidies versus investments in India, and points to the way that impact has changed over time, as India 
has transitioned through different stages of development. Conclusions from the India study may or may 
not have immediate and direct relevance for Nigeria, but many of the key findings would appear 
relevant—for example, that subsidies play different roles depending on the stage of economic maturity of 
the country, that spending on subsidies can have a high opportunity cost in terms of crowding out other 
investments in public goods and services, and that political economy factors and institutional contexts can 
play an important role in determining the eventual contribution of subsidies to agricultural growth and 
poverty reduction. 

Presidential Initiatives on Agriculture 
The Presidential Initiatives are special intervention programs introduced by the administration of the 
former president of Nigeria, Olusegun Obasanjo, to boost production of selected agricultural 
commodities. The Presidential Initiatives, which form part of the NEEDS implementation strategy in 
agriculture, establish specific production targets for the commodities, which include cassava, rice, 
vegetable oil, sugar, livestock, tree crops, and cereals. Most of the Presidential Initiatives encompass a 
wide range of activities, including training, technology generation and dissemination, establishment of 
commodity processing centers, and so forth.  

NEEDS calls for rapid implementation of the Presidential Initiatives, with the goal of generating 
as much as 3 billion naira a year from agricultural exports. The Presidential Initiatives are not supposed to 
support direct federal government intervention in primary production activities. Rather, they are supposed 
to encourage increased private-sector investment.  

The Department of Agriculture (Crops) of the Federal Ministry of Agriculture is responsible for 
implementing most of the Presidential Initiatives, including those on vegetable oil, rice, indigenous tree 
crops, and cassava. The Department of Livestock and Pest Control Services of the Federal Ministry of 
Agriculture is responsible for the Presidential Initiative on Livestock.
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Box 4. Relative impacts of subsidies versus investments on growth and poverty reduction in India 
Fan et al. (2007) estimated the impact, over four decades beginning in 1960, of different government investments 
(including subsidies) on agricultural growth and poverty reduction in India. The study generated a number of 
interesting conclusions:  

(1) The success of the Green Revolution in India during the late 1960s and 1970s would not have 
been achieved without prior investments. Before the introduction of seed and fertilizer 
technologies, India had already invested heavily in irrigation, electricity, roads, and human capital. 
Without those prior investments, the Green Revolution would not have had such large and far-
reaching impacts.  

(2) Subsidies applied to credit, fertilizer, and irrigation initially played an important role in fostering 
technology adoption, especially among smallholders. In later years, however, input subsidies 
yielded very low marginal returns in both agricultural growth and poverty reduction. 

(3) During the period under study, the three most effective public-spending items for promoting 
agricultural growth and poverty reduction were agricultural research, education, and rural 
infrastructure.  

(4) The trade-off between agricultural growth and poverty reduction was generally small among 
different types of public spending. Investments in agricultural research, education, and 
infrastructure development all had large impacts on economic growth and poverty reduction.  

Several important policy lessons can be drawn from this study. The first lesson is that the subsidies used in India to 
launch the Green Revolution eventually turned into a drag on the economy. Over time, the rising fiscal cost of the 
subsidies exerted severe pressure on the treasury, leading to a decline in public capital investment in the agricultural 
sector. By the late 1990s, subsidies on fertilizer, irrigation, power, and credit together amounted to about 2 percent 
of national GDP and 8 to 10 percent of agricultural GDP (Gulati and Narayanan 2003). These outlays were in direct 
competition with more long-term capital investment in roads, rural education, and agricultural research. The authors 
concluded that if the Indian government wants to sustain long-term growth in agricultural production and thereby 
achieve a long-term solution to poverty reduction, it should reduce subsidies and increase investments in agricultural 
R&D, rural infrastructure, and education.  

Another policy lesson emerging from the study relates to the importance of political will in determining patterns of 
public investment. Just as the success of the Green Revolution in India was attributable to the government’s strong 
commitment to making food supplies more secure, political will is also important today for reforming public policy 
in agriculture and reducing input and output subsidies. Such subsidies have been unproductive, financially 
unsustainable, and environmentally unfriendly, and they have contributed to increased inequality among rural Indian 
states. They have also crowded out more productive government spending in agricultural R&D, rural roads, and 
education.  
Source: Fan et al. (2007). 

The Presidential Initiatives do not represent entirely new activities. To a certain extent, they 
represent a repackaging of existing programs and activities, oriented around clearly articulated national 
targets to encourage more focused implementation and better measurement of progress. That becomes 
evident when the particular activities that fall under the initiatives are examined. For example, the 
Presidential Initiative on Cassava identifies the following set of participating organizations and details 
their responsibilities toward meeting the initiative’s targets: 

− Federal Ministry of Agriculture: provide programmatic oversight and coordination 
− National Root Crops Research Institute: produce 9.2 million bundles of breeder stock 
− Root and Tuber Expansion Program: produce 73.2 million bundles of foundation stock 
− State Agricultural Development Projects: produce 250 million bundles of certified stock by 

establishing multiplication centers that allow farmers to access improved cassava varieties 
− National Center for Agricultural Mechanization: train machinery manufacturers 
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− Other agencies: conduct sensitization workshops for cassava-producing states; establish farm-
gate primary processing centers for the production of products such as cassava flour, chips, 
and pellets; create publicity through the production and distribution of production and 
processing guides and posters; train state extension staff; and encourage market development 
through trade missions 

The fact that the Presidential Initiatives include other ongoing programs and activities 
complicates public expenditure analysis, because expenditures reported for the initiatives may not 
accurately reflect the total allocation of funds to the activities that fall under the initiatives. Expenditures 
reported for the Presidential Initiatives likely refer only to spending that is incremental to spending 
undertaken through other programs. For example, the Presidential Initiative on Cassava includes the Root 
and Tuber Expansion Program (RTEP). RTEP is a self-standing project managed by the Federal Ministry 
of Agriculture, with a separate budget that is reported as a separate line in the budget of the Federal 
Ministry. Yet clearly some of the RTEP interventions also count toward the Presidential Initiative on 
Cassava.  

Little information is available concerning how the Presidential Initiatives were conceived, how 
priorities were determined, and how targets were set. The state governments apparently were not directly 
involved. This may have been shortsighted, because joint decision making would likely have increased 
the sense of ownership on the part of the states and improved implementation performance. At the time 
when the Presidential Initiatives were being designed, the Federal Ministry of Agriculture may have 
informed the state governments of its plans, but that would not have been the same as joint agenda setting.  

Table 11 summarizes budget and actual spending on the Presidential Initiatives as reported by the 
Federal Ministry of Agriculture. In 2001 and 2002, there was no budget or actual spending on the 
Presidential Initiatives, indicating that they became part of government programming only in 2003. 
(Expenditures were undertaken by the National Seed Service [NSS] in 2002, but at that time NSS was a 
separate program; once the Presidential Initiatives came under implementation and began to carry out the 
functions formerly carried out by NSS, funding for NSS was discontinued.) In 2003, budgets were 
provided for the Presidential Initiatives, but no actual spending took place. Actual spending began only in 
2004. The Presidential Initiative on Livestock did not receive any budgetary provision until 2005. 
Missing from Table 11 are budgetary data for the Presidential Initiative on Fisheries and Aquaculture, 
which were not available when this report was being prepared. The 2005 Ministerial Press Briefing on 
Agriculture, presented on December 29, 2005, indicated that implementation of the fisheries and 
aquaculture development strategy was just commencing (see Bello 2005, 2). The director of the 
Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture recently confirmed that an allocation of 50 million naira to 
fisheries occurred in 2005, but that information arrived too late to be included in the analysis. 

Three of the four Presidential Initiatives falling under the Department of Agriculture (cassava, 
oilseeds, and tree crops) received similar budgetary provisions and were allocated similar amounts of 
funding in 2003, 2004, and 2005. The fact that they were funded at the same level points to their 
fundamentally political nature, because it is difficult to see how an objective analysis of resource needs 
could have resulted in equal budget allocations and equal spending. Cassava, oilseeds, and tree crops are 
very different commodities; they face different research challenges, require different production inputs, 
and demand different postharvest processing technologies. Furthermore, very different production targets 
were associated with each of these commodities. The fact that all received basically the same amount of 
budget and the same amount of funding suggests that the needs assessment and costing for the 
Presidential Initiatives may have been inadequate.  
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Table 11. Federal capital spending on the Presidential Initiatives on agriculture (million naira) 
  2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2003–2005 Average 

  Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget 
Execution (%) 

Vegetable oil development program 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 154.30 0.00 67.03 48.93 22.77 17.85 81.37 22.26 27.36 

Increased rice production and export 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 154.29 0.00 53.75 48.93 0.00 0.00 69.35 16.31 23.52 

Tree crops 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 154.30 0.00 67.03 48.93 22.77 17.85 81.37 22.26 27.36 

Cassava production and export 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 154.30 0.00 67.03 48.93 22.77 17.85 81.37 22.26 27.36 

National Seed Service* 0.00 0.00 10.38 5.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 

Livestock 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 38.37 38.37 12.79 12.79 100.00 

Total 0.00 0.00 10.38 5.01 617.19 0.00 254.83 195.73 106.67 91.92 326.23 95.88 29.39 
* Until 2002, this was a program separate from the Presidential Initiatives; it was later substituted for by the initiatives. 
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Alternatively, it is possible that the similarity in budget allocations and funding allocations across 
the various Presidential Initiatives reflects weaknesses in data collection and reporting systems, and that 
the amounts reported for each Presidential Initiative reflect estimates rather than actual budget and 
spending figures. If that is the case, then it does not bode well for future program evaluation activities, 
because it suggests that the real level of funding of the Presidential Initiatives is unknown.  

Finally, it is interesting to note that during the three years for which data are available, actual 
spending on the Presidential Initiatives averaged only about 30 percent of budgeted spending. The reason 
for the low level of budget execution remains unclear. There may have been concerns regarding the 
quality of planning and program execution. 

Federal versus State Agriculture Policies: Case Study of Cross River State 
To what extent is the pattern of agricultural spending found at the federal level reflected in spending at the 
state level? This section and the following section examine how resources were allocated in two of the 
case study states, in each case highlighting features that may be found in other states as well. This section 
explores allocation in Cross River State, pointing to how federal and state government investments in the 
jurisdiction of a given state may—by design or accident—complement each other in terms of subsectoral 
spending emphasis. The next section analyzes the functional allocation of resources for Bauchi State, 
where an effort was made to disaggregate and reaggregate the data into functional categories, a format not 
normally provided in Nigerian budget accounts.  

In Cross River State, capital spending on agriculture has mostly focused on cash crops, with only 
limited allocation to expenditure items that directly support staple crop production (Table 12). Over the 
study period, an average of 65 percent of capital spending went to development of tree crops, including 
cocoa, cashew, and oil palm. An additional 12 percent went to expenditures associated with a pineapple 
development project. Using a conservative designation of cash crop–related spending (i.e., excluding 
activities that contribute to the production of cash crops, but not exclusively), more than 80 percent of 
capital expenditure in Cross River State was allocated to cash crop development. 

Two factors help explain this strong concentration of state-level spending on activities that 
promote the production of cash crops. First, the investments that have been supported appear to have 
emerged from Cross River State’s agricultural policy priorities. Ever since the resumption of civilian rule 
in Nigeria in 1999, the government in Cross River State has regarded commercial agriculture as the most 
effective pathway to high agricultural growth. Agricultural commercialization has been promoted through 
programs designed to stimulate the uptake of modern technology and improved inputs, as well as through 
interventions intended to get farmers to take up production of high-value crops that are easily marketed. 

Second, the available information on federal spending in Cross River State (admittedly 
incomplete) suggests that federal initiatives have disproportionately supported production of staple food 
crops. That has allowed the state government to pursue its cash crop promotion policies without leaving 
the staple crops subsector neglected. Two important examples of federal initiatives being pursued in 
Cross River State are the National Special Program for Food Security and the Root and Tuber Expansion 
Program.  



 39 

Table 12. Cross River State breakdown of capital spending in the crop sector (million naira) 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Average 
 Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  Budget Actual  
Tree crop development (cocoa, cashew, oil palm) 450.00 87.75 149.52 112.01 154.73 108.82 90.79 74.35 77.09 25.04 184.42 81.59 
Maintenance of existing plantations 70.00 13.58 35.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21.04 2.72 
Unified extension on farm adaptive research studies 10.00 1.94 8.80 5.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.76 1.55 
Purchase of farm machinery 15.00 2.91 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.58 
Special Program for Food Security 7.18 1.40 4.40 2.90 7.71 5.40 6.70 5.45 5.69 1.89 6.34 3.41 
Supply of fertilizer 30.00 5.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 1.17 
National Fadama/Small Irrigation Project II 11.26 2.20 9.67 6.39 4.63 3.24 4.02 3.25 3.41 1.09 6.60 3.23 
Root and Tuber Expansion Program 15.00 2.93 10.78 7.12 8.78 6.15 6.70 5.36 5.69 1.95 9.39 4.70 
Pineapple Project 70.00 13.61 27.44 24.77 23.14 16.40 20.11 16.44 8.54 2.80 29.85 14.80 
Castor Oil Project 50.00 9.75 17.59 14.94 7.71 5.45 6.70 5.58 5.69 1.82 17.54 7.51 
Development of infrastructure in College of Agriculture 20.00 3.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.78 
Rehabilitation of cocoa estates 10.00 1.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.39 
Community-based natural resource management program 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.54 2.73 1.71 0.55 
Honey production 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.85 0.91 0.57 0.18 
Diary beef production 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 28.46 9.04 5.69 1.81 
Subtotal for agriculture (crops) 758.4 147.8 263.4 173.9 206.7 145.5 135.0 110.4 146.0 47.3 301.9 125.0 
Pest control 5.00 0.00 0.44 0.00 0.77 0.64 0.67 0.00 1.71 0.00 1.72 0.13 
Control posts and cattle market 1.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.00 
Equipping and renovation of vet clinics and laboratory 1.50 0.00 0.88 0.00 0.77 0.63 0.67 0.00 0.57 0.00 0.88 0.13 
Small remnant improvement 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.77 0.62 0.67 0.00 0.57 0.00 0.40 0.12 
Reactivation of hatchery Ikot Effenga/production of 
chicks 0.00 0.00 1.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.69 0.00 2.85 0.00 1.86 0.00 

Drug revolving fund 0.00 0.00 3.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.62 0.00 
Subtotal for livestock and veterinary services 7.90 0.00 6.16 0.00 2.31 1.89 6.70 0.00 5.69 0.00 5.75 0.38 
Development of aquaculture 5.00 0.00 4.40 0.00 3.86 0.00 3.35 0.00 4.55 0.50 4.23 0.10 
Capacity building for fishermen 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.00 
Fisheries resources survey and data collection 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.07 0.11 0.01 
Subtotal for fisheries 5.00 0.00 4.40 0.00 3.86 0.00 4.02 0.00 5.12 0.57 4.48 0.11 
Total 771.3 147.8 273.9 173.9 212.9 147.4 145.8 110.4 156.8 47.9 312.1 125.5 
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Functional Allocation of Spending: Case Study of Bauchi State 
For Bauchi State, the programmatic agricultural spending data provided by the State Ministry of 
Agriculture were reclassified into functional categories (e.g., agricultural research, agricultural extension, 
agricultural marketing, agricultural inputs distribution). The functional classification of expenditure for 
Bauchi State is shown in Table 13 and Figure 13. Insights derived through analysis of the functional 
classification are discussed in this section. 

Table 13. Bauchi State functional classification of state agricultural spending (thousand naira) 

Function 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Average 
Actual spending 
(% of budgeted 

spending) 
Agricultural extension 277,370 216,928 245,703 299,832 226,375 253,242 85% 
Agricultural inputs 341,680 303,782 4,837 34,754 407,106 218,432 70% 
Machinery services 48,660 182,595 2,014 54,628 21,973 61,974 157% 
Crop development 0 0 104,945 0 0 20,989 22% 
Livestock 14,045 3,483 22,936 19,591 36,131 19,237 18% 
Food security 1,100 6,623 7,429 4,397 34,491 10,808 56% 
Agricultural marketing 1,040 9,279 12,182 419 4,605 5,505 45% 
Fishery 530 268 0 0 1,137 387 3% 
Agricultural research 142 0 0 0 0 28 14% 
Agricultural financing 0 0 0 3 114 23 24% 
General administration 225,914 201,783 220,756 187,218 190,757 205,285 108% 
Total agricultural spending 910,481 924,740 620,802 600,843 922,689 795,911 67% 

Agricultural extension and input distribution make up the main functional categories of state 
agricultural spending in Bauchi State. During the 2001–2005 period, those two categories accounted for 
about 59 percent of agricultural capital spending, with extension spending being the slightly larger of the 
two. Most of the activities of the Bauchi State Agricultural Development Project are classified as 
extension related. The State Ministry of Agriculture also undertakes extension activities. Those include 
training and staff development, purchase of extension service literature, organizing agriculture shows, 
supporting model farm centers, and carrying out monitoring and evaluation.  

Spending on agricultural machinery services (8 percent of state agricultural spending) ranks next 
in importance. This spending is related mainly to the maintenance of a fleet of state-owned machines 
(e.g., tractors, harvesters, threshers) that are used on state-run facilities (research stations, seed 
multiplication farms) or leased to farmers at subsidized rates. 

The remaining functional categories each make up only a very minor share of state expenditures 
in agriculture. Crop development (3 percent of state agricultural spending) refers to all expenditures that 
are aimed at improving the productivity of specific crops. During the 2001–2005 period, intervention 
focused on only four items: development of orchards and gardens, farmer empowerment, banana 
plantations, and renovation of primary distribution points. Livestock development (about 2 percent of 
total agricultural spending) includes a large number of very small expenditure items, such as drug and 
veterinary equipment, veterinary and surgical instruments, repair and maintenance of birth equipment, 
water development for livestock, stack route maintenance, animal insemination and recovery center, and 
maintenance of slaughterhouses. Food security expenditures (1.4 percent of state agricultural spending) 
refer to programs whose primary goal is to enhance food security in Bauchi State. Major programs falling 
into this category include the National Special Program for Food Security, the UNICEF-assisted Nutrition 
and Household Food Security Program, and Food Security for Civil Servants. 
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Figure 13. Distribution of Bauchi State agricultural spending (2001–2005 average) 

 
Source: Compiled by the authors. 

Several expenditure items are noteworthy by their very small size or complete absence. For 
example, state-level spending on agricultural research has been negligible in Bauchi State. This is perhaps 
not surprising, because the federal government has claimed a monopoly over agricultural research in 
Nigeria since 1973.10

Similarly, agricultural finance received almost no state-level public support. Bauchi State, like 
most states in Nigeria, does not have any state-level agricultural financing agencies. As discussed later in 
this paper, the federal government takes the lead in agricultural financing, mostly through the Nigerian 
Agricultural, Cooperative, and Rural Development Bank (NACRDB), whose operations cover all states of 
the federation. The Bauchi State Cooperative Financing Agency, an apex cooperative organization owned 
by more than 3,000 primary cooperative societies, does provide agricultural financing, but only through 
private initiatives. In line with the space that both the 1999 Constitution as well as the New Agricultural 
Policy Thrust gives to states to support or complement the efforts of existing government agricultural 
credit institutions, Bauchi State made budgetary provisions in 2002 for counterpart funding for the 
activities of NACRDB’s forerunner, the Nigerian Agricultural and Cooperative Bank. The arrangement 
was never executed, however. Similarly, during 2001–2005, the state government made provision for 
assistance to agricultural insurance schemes, but that initiative also was never actualized. 

 The Agricultural Policy for Nigeria 1988 (FMAWRRD 1988) and the New 
Agricultural Policy Thrust of 2001 both placed agricultural research under the exclusive responsibility of 
the federal government. Bauchi State supports a school of agriculture under the Bauchi State Polytechnic 
University, which is administered by the State Ministry of Education. During 2001–2005, the State 
Ministry of Agriculture made provisions for assistance to research institutes, including laboratory 
expenses, but only a small fraction of the provisions received funding. 

Finally, examination of the Bauchi State data reveals an interesting correlation between the size 
of expenditure and budget execution. Those functional areas that receive only a small amount of funding 
are often those in which budget execution is poorest. This means that actual spending is much more 
concentrated in a small number of areas than would appear based on the budget allocations. The positive 
relationship between size of spending and budget performance may also be a reflection of the relative lack 
of influence of the departments that are responsible for functional areas that are less dominant in the 
ministry’s resource allocation.  

                                                      
10 In 1973, the military government promulgated a decree empowering it to take over all state research institutions. 
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5.  INSTITUTIONAL AND PUBLIC FINANCE ASPECTS 
OF THE CORE FUNCTIONS IN AGRICULTURE 

Six core functions in agriculture are examined in this chapter: (i) agricultural research,  
(ii) agricultural extension, (iii) agricultural input supply and subsidies, (iv) agricultural financial services, 
(v) grain market stabilization, and (vi) food security. Given the unconventional structure of the budget 
accounts used in Nigeria at all levels of government, consistent and reliable disaggregation of agricultural 
spending along functional lines was not possible. The discussion that follows is therefore necessarily 
somewhat qualitative.  

Agricultural Research 
Technical change in agriculture has played a major role as a leading engine of growth and poverty 
reduction in many developing countries over the past four decades. Agricultural research has been shown 
to be one of the most effective forms of public investment (Hazell and Haddad 2001; Fan 2000; Fan and 
Rao 2003). The Department of Agricultural Sciences (DAS) of the Federal Ministry of Agriculture is 
responsible for all aspects of agricultural research in Nigeria. DAS oversees the funding and management 
of 15 national agricultural research institutes located throughout the country. Those institutes are tasked 
with generating improved agricultural technologies for use by farmers and agro-allied industries. DAS’s 
mandate also covers the training of middle-level manpower through the 13 federal colleges of agriculture, 
some of which are affiliated with the national agricultural research institutes. Through the medium of the 
Nationally Coordinated Research Programs, DAS also is responsible for coordinating agricultural 
research activities carried out by nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), the Projects Coordination Unit 
in the Federal Ministry of Agriculture, the state-level Agricultural Development Projects, and universities. 
Finally, DAS facilitates coordination between the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and international 
agricultural research centers having offices or programs in Nigeria (e.g., the International Institute of 
Tropical Agriculture), as well as with West African regional agricultural research bodies (e.g., the West 
and Central African Council for Agricultural Research and Development).  

Bientema and Ayoola (2004) assessed agricultural research capacity in Nigeria and found that in 
addition to the organizations overseen by DAS, 59 institutions of higher education conduct agricultural or 
agriculture-related research. These 59 institutions, which include agricultural universities, schools, 
faculties, and research institutes, employ more than 500 full-time-equivalent (FTE) researchers, 
representing 37 percent of all researchers in the national agricultural research system. The remaining 63 
percent of agricultural researchers are employed by government agencies. Not surprisingly in view of the 
large number of institutions engaged in agricultural research, capacity is highly dispersed. In 2000 when 
the study was carried out, more than one-half of the institutions employed fewer than five FTE 
researchers, and only three employed more than 25 FTE researchers. Private-sector activity in agricultural 
research is negligible, as is the case throughout most of Sub-Saharan Africa. A few agroindustrial 
companies commission public agencies to carry out adaptive research in areas of their interest. 

Nigeria currently does not have a well-defined national agricultural research strategy. Under a 
World Bank–funded project (the National Agricultural Research Project, implemented from 1994 to 
1999), a National Agricultural Research Strategy Plan for 1996–2010 was developed. With the goal of 
improving the effectiveness and quality of agricultural research outputs, the Strategy Plan called for 
substantial changes to the planning, management, and execution of agricultural research, including 
rationalizing the number of research stations and staff. The Strategy Plan was never implemented, 
however. 

In the absence of a binding national agricultural research strategy, individual institutes have 
developed their own strategic plans. This has led to a considerable amount of duplication of effort and 
overlap, as well as uneven coverage. The focus of agricultural research is heavily concentrated in the 
crops and livestock subsectors. In 2000, close to one-half of the 1,252 researchers in a subsample of 
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agricultural research institutes surveyed by IFPRI-ISNAR (2002) were conducting crop research. 
Livestock research was being conducted by 22 percent of the researchers, while research on postharvest 
activities, fisheries, and forestry was being conducted by 10 percent, 5 percent, and 4 percent, 
respectively. In terms of thematic focus, 17 percent and 19 percent of the researchers in the sampled 
institutions were working on crop genetic improvement and livestock pest and disease control, 
respectively, while 13 percent were working on postharvest technologies. The remaining researchers were 
working on a variety of themes, including soil management, water management, and other natural 
resources research. 

As mentioned earlier in this paper, the Federal Ministry of Agriculture was not able to provide 
data relating to public expenditure on agricultural research for the study period (2001–2005). Data on 
agricultural research spending during the decade preceding the study period are available in Bientema and 
Ayoola (2004). Useful insights about the magnitude of and trends in agricultural research spending in 
Nigeria can be derived from the earlier period. 

In 2000, the 81 organizations engaged in agricultural research in Nigeria collectively spent 3.6 
billion naira on agricultural research. That represented a reduced level of funding compared with earlier 
periods, as agricultural research spending declined at an average rate of 2 percent per year during the 
previous three decades (1970–2000). Following several years of growth during the early 1970s, total 
spending on agricultural research dropped by two-thirds, falling from about US$130 million per year 
during the mid-1970s to less than US$50 million per year during the mid-1990s (Bientema and Ayoola 
2004). The pattern of declining government support to agricultural research was part of a more 
widespread decline in government support to knowledge generation in general, as reflected, for example, 
in an erosion in funding going to institutions of higher education.  

How does the level of spending in Nigeria on agricultural research compare with spending in 
other countries? An indicator commonly used for cross-country comparisons of the intensity of 
agricultural research spending is total public spending on agricultural research expressed as a percentage 
of agricultural output. Adjusted for inflation, total spending on agricultural research in Nigeria decreased 
considerably during the first half of the 1990s before rebounding slightly. In 2000, Nigeria invested 
US$0.38 in agricultural research for every $100 of agricultural output. This was higher than the (very 
low) $0.16 prevailing five years earlier in 1995, but still much lower than the $0.81 prevailing 20 years 
earlier in 1981. The 1995 ratio was considerably lower than the average level of investment for all of Sub-
Saharan Africa ($0.85) or for all developing countries ($0.62).  

What about the composition of agricultural research spending? During the period 1991–2000, for 
the 14 government agencies for which detailed financial data are available, staff salaries accounted on 
average for 55 percent of total spending; capital costs averaged 23 percent; and operational costs averaged 
22 percent. The relatively low levels of capital and especially recurrent spending have prevented 
agricultural research institutes in Nigeria from maintaining their infrastructure, paying utilities, or 
purchasing basic materials and supplies. Many research institutes regularly resort to using their capital 
budget to pay utility bills and other operational costs that should really be paid out of the recurrent 
budget. 

Agricultural research in Nigeria is supported mainly with public funds. In recent years, federal as 
well as state authorities have shown increased flexibility in allowing research institutes to generate 
income, but own-revenue generation activities remain relatively minor. Bientema and Ayoola (2004) 
estimated that in 2000 agricultural research institutes were generating only about 6 percent of their 
revenues.  

Agricultural Extension 
The main vehicles for the delivery of public extension services in Nigeria are the Agricultural 
Development Projects (ADPs). Despite the name, ADPs are not “projects” in the conventional sense. 
Instead, they are one of the key public institutions working in the agricultural sector of Nigeria. ADPs are 
constituted as state-level parastatals. The first-generation ADPs were created during the mid-1970s and 
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supported largely with donor funds. Extension activities implemented by the ADPs have included 
establishing demonstration farms, identifying lead farmers, providing lead farmers with information about 
improved farming practices, facilitating access to improved technology and inputs (e.g., seed of improved 
varieties, fertilizer, crop chemicals, machinery services), and helping lead farmers teach other farmers.  

The manner in which the Cross River State ADP delivers extension services is typical of most 
other ADPs. For purposes of extension, Cross River State is divided into cells (currently there are 108). 
Each cell is headed by an extension agent, who resides in the cell. The extension agent reports to a 
supervisor, who supervises a group of cells. The supervisor reports to an extension officer, who looks 
after all the cells within a given LGA. The extension officer reports to the director of extension services 
of the ADP.  

Launched with a high level of enthusiasm and a significant amount of funding, the ADPs 
unfortunately did not live up to expectations. A landmark evaluation carried out in 1993 by the World 
Bank’s Operations Evaluation Department11

More recently, the fortunes of the ADPs have revived. In part this is because their sources of 
funding have changed. Despite being state institutions, ADPs today rely heavily on federal and external 
funds, which they can do because even though they are affiliated with state ministries, they are also 
implementation agencies for initiatives and projects funded by the federal government and donors. 
Funding for extension services in Nigeria—supposedly a responsibility of the states—now often depends 
more on these latter categories of funds and much less on state funds. Whenever ADPs are used as 
implementing agencies for federal and donor-financed interventions, disbursement of funds for ADP 
expenses are usually managed through the federal Projects Coordinating Unit, one of the units of the 
Federal Ministry of Agriculture. 

 identified a number of weaknesses, responsibility for which 
had to be shared between the government and the donors (OED 1993). Perhaps the most important 
problem was an overemphasis on achieving implementation targets, which led to a lack of attention to 
establishing sustainable service delivery mechanisms. In the rush to meet ambitious implementation 
targets, ADPs relied heavily on expatriate consultants, who acted mainly as implementers and did little to 
train Nigerian professionals to replace them on the job. Extension messages were often delivered in a top-
down way, with inadequate attention to socioeconomic realities, resulting in little sustainable impact on 
the ground. Disappointed by the performance of the ADPs, most donors withdrew their support by the 
mid-1990s. State governments proved unable or unwilling to step in and fill the funding gap, and most 
ADPs, which by then existed in every state, weakened substantially. 

As an illustration of the ADPs’ heavy reliance on external funds, between 2001 and 2005 the 
Cross River State ministry of agriculture made no budgetary allocation for capital or overhead 
expenditures related to agricultural extension. Personnel expenditures associated with extension staff did 
come from state sources, reflecting the fact that these staff were civil servants employed by the state 
government. But nonpersonnel expenditures associated with extension were financed using funds 
originating from federal and donor-sponsored projects, which used the Cross River State ADP as the 
implementing agency. Similarly, the Bauchi State ADP, while formally an implementing agency of the 
State Ministry of Agriculture with the mandate to provide extension and training services for farmers, 
specializes in the implementation of donor-financed projects. As a result, most of the funds used to 
support the Bauchi state ADP do not come from the budget of the State Ministry of Agriculture. 
However, the state ministry occasionally steps in to sustain financial support when external funding for a 
particular ADP-implemented project ceases. This happened with the First National Fadama Project12

Time and resource constraints ruled out a formal evaluation by the research team of extension 
delivery services in Nigeria. However, evidence of the performance of extension services is available 
from a recent literature review focusing on the impacts of public investments in Nigeria’s agricultural 

, a 
federal project executed through the ADPs, as well as with the National Agricultural Technology Support 
Project. 

                                                      
11 The Operations Evaluation Department is now called the Independent Evaluation Group. 
12 Fadama is a Hausa word for low-lying flood plains; usually with easily accessible shallow groundwater. 
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sector (for details, see Taiwo 2007). Box 5 summarizes key findings from the literature review on the 
impacts of investments in agricultural research and extension in Nigeria.  

 

Box 5. Impacts of agricultural research and extension in Nigeria 
Three main types of performance indicators have been used to assess the impact of agricultural research and 
extension interventions in Nigeria: (i) technology adoption rates, (ii) yield gains, and (iii) economic returns to 
investment. The level of adoption of improved technologies, mainly crop varieties and fertilizer, has been found 
to be generally high in areas targeted by specific agricultural development projects and programs (see Appendix 
E, Table E.1 for a summary). In the case of improved seeds, most studies show adoption rates ranging from 41 to 
90 percent. Alonge and Martin (1998) report that 94 percent of farmers in Niger State have adopted fertilizer for 
lowland rice cultivation. In other targeted studies, Chikwendu et al. (1996) report a 44 percent adoption rate for 
fertilizer, Ogunsumi and Ewuola (2005) a 65 percent adoption rate, and Oni (1998) a 69 percent adoption rate. 
The uptake of other improved inputs has in contrast been more modest. For example, Alonge and Martin (1998) 
found that the level of adoption of herbicides and insecticides, in the context of the technology package extension 
for lowland rice, was only 4 percent and 11 percent, respectively. Chikwendu et al. (1996) similarly found that 
pesticide was taken up by only 3 percent of a sample of millet growers, and herbicide by only 26 percent.  

Adoption of technology packages has been found to be generally lower than adoption of individual inputs. For 
example, Alene and Manyong (2006b) assessed the impact of improved cowpea varieties in northern Nigeria and 
found that up to 73 percent of households in adopting villages cultivated the improved varieties. In contrast, the 
rate of adoption of a package of improved cowpea production practices was significantly lower, at 14 percent. 
Similarly, Alonge and Martin (1998) found that farmers in Niger State did not adopt the entire package of 
technology for lowland rice that was promoted by the project; rather, the farmers opted for a selective and 
gradualist approach, choosing two or three of the six components of the package.  

Studies on the impact of research and extension interventions show a significant yield advantage associated with 
adoption of improved technologies, especially for cash crops like rubber and cocoa (Appendix E, Table E.2). For 
example, Aigbekaen et al. (2004) examined the impact of three varieties of rubber clones on the production of 
natural rubber in the six major rubber-producing states in Nigeria. The yield of the local variety was just 0.35 
metric tons/hectare (t/ha). In contrast, the yield of RRIN Adapted ranged from 1.2 to 1.6 t/ha, that of 800 Series 
from 1.5 to 2.8 t/ha, and the 900 Series from 2.1 to 2.5 t/ha. Tijani et al. (2001) assessed the impact of extension 
service delivery on cocoa production in Ondo State. Farmers who had contact with the extension service achieved 
average yields of 2.50 t/ha, 121 percent higher than the yields achieved by their counterparts who had no contact 
with the extension service. Significant but less substantial yield advantages were found in cereals and cassava. 
Manyong et al. (2000a) concluded that in 1998, the improved cassava varieties provided an average yield 
advantage of 45 percent compared with local varieties.  

Studies on the returns to investments in research and extension interventions show that such investments generate 
positive but also highly variable returns. Information on the economic impact of research and extension programs 
in Nigeria based on the internal rate of return (IRR), the net present value (NPV), and the benefit-cost ratio are 
presented in Appendix E, Table E.3. Phillip (2002) evaluated the returns to investment in maize research in the 
northern guinea savannah zone of Nigeria during 1986–1987. He concluded that these investments yielded an 
IRR of 23 percent. Coulibaly et al. (2004) estimated the returns to investment in the biological control of the 
cassava green mite to the Republic of Benin, Ghana, and Nigeria during the period 1983–2000. These authors 
concluded that the investments yielded an IRR of 125 percent. Aigbekaen et al. (2004) calculated that the net 
present value of rubber clones to investors could amount to 3.58 million naira per hectare, and the social gains 
6.64 million naira per hectare. Estimates by Coulibaly et al. (2004) of the net benefits of the biological control of 
the cassava green mite yielded an NPV of US$1.7 billion per year for Nigeria. Macaver and Olaleye (2004) 
reported that during 1975–2000, the NPV of public investment in sorghum research and development amounted 
to 17 million naira. Estimates by Wallys (2003) indicate a benefit-cost ratio of between 0.86 and 1.38 for soil 
fertility management in northern Nigeria. Chianu et al. (2002) provide benefit-cost ratios of 2.66 for cover 
cropping and 2.07 for alley cropping, both in southern Nigeria.  
Source: Excerpted from Taiwo (2007). 
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Agricultural Input Supply and Subsidies 

Input Supply and Subsidies in the New Agricultural Policy Thrust 

The New Agricultural Policy Thrust of 2001 discusses in many places the role of federal, state, and local 
governments and the private sector in the supply, distribution, and subsidization of agricultural inputs. 
Although one important objective of NAP was to clarify the roles and responsibilities of the various 
actors, that objective was only partly achieved. The various stipulations found in NAP about the 
prescribed roles and responsibilities of different actors partially contradict one another, or at least leave 
room for conflicting interpretations as to which types of interventions should be undertaken in the input 
delivery system and by whom.  

A few brief excerpts from NAP serve to illustrate this ambiguity. According to NAP, the federal 
government’s role is to give “support to input supply and distribution, including seeds, seedlings, brood 
stock, and fingerlings.” NAP further details the nature of that support, saying that areas of emphasis for 
federal interventions include “providing price support for agricultural input supply, especially with 
respect to fertilizers, tractors and implements, vaccines and drugs, seeds, seedlings, brood stock, 
fingerlings and day old chicks.” Yet after identifying those areas in which the federal government is 
supposed to intervene, NAP goes on to say that the federal tier of government is supposed to “encourage 
an efficient private-sector led input delivery system.” The strategy does not give pointers as to what form 
such support of private-sector development in the input system may take, or how it would be balanced 
against public subsidization of inputs. 

With regard to subnational governments, NAP specifies that state governments are charged with 
“promoting the production of inputs for crop, livestock, fish and forestry.” Meanwhile, the prescribed role 
of local governments with respect to input supply and subsidization is left somewhat ambiguous. On the 
one hand, NAP does not explicitly assign direct responsibility for agricultural input supply/subsidization 
to local governments. On the other hand, in discussing input support, it states that both “state and local 
governments are to be encouraged to subsidize these inputs,” referring to fertilizer, seeds, seedlings, and 
so on.  

What NAP clearly does do is assign primary and direct responsibility for input supply to the 
private sector, stating that “the private sector will be expected to play a leading role with regard to . . . 
agricultural input supply and distribution.” It indicates that “fertilizer supply will be hinged on complete 
privatization and liberalization and in the production, distribution and marketing of the commodity, with 
the main role of government being to monitor quality standards of both domestically produced and 
imported fertilizer. Although it is possible to assign to the private sector the leading role in supporting 
input delivery while retaining for government a secondary role (e.g., in supporting targeted interventions 
through the implementation of market-smart subsidies, as described in Morris et al. 2007), NAP should 
highlight how the roles of public and private actors should be harmonized. 

Given the inconsistent and at times contradictory statements found in NAP regarding the desired 
role of government in inputs distribution, it is difficult to say whether actual practice is consistent with 
NAP. For example, if one considers the statements in NAP that affirm government’s role in implementing 
input subsidies, then current spending on input subsidies may be justifiable. But if one considers the 
statements in NAP that talk about the need for inputs to be supplied by private firms, then the current 
subsidies on inputs are difficult to defend.  

Input Supply and Subsidies in Practice: The Case of Fertilizer 

Nigeria is one of the few countries in Sub-Saharan Africa with the capacity to manufacture fertilizer. It 
can produce both nitrogenous fertilizers and phosphate-based fertilizers domestically. Production has 
been highly variable, however, with the publicly owned plants usually operating far below capacity. The 
government continues to explore opportunities for privatizing the plants, and there is optimism that a 
major urea manufacturing facility will soon resume operations under an innovative public-private 
ownership arrangement. For the time being, however, most of the fertilizer used in Nigeria is being 
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imported, either in finished formulations or as single-element ingredients that are custom blended at one 
of many blending facilities located throughout the country (FMARD 2006). 

From the 1980s until 1996, the federal government claimed an exclusive right to engage in 
fertilizer procurement and distribution. All fertilizer, whether locally produced or imported, was 
transferred by the federal government to the states at below-cost prices for further distribution. During 
this period the amount of fertilizer received by the states often fell short of the amount released by the 
federal government, as a portion was diverted onto the unofficial (parallel) market or transported across 
national borders into neighboring countries.  

In 1996, following many years of poor performance, Nigeria’s fertilizer-marketing system was 
partially liberalized, and a small number of private firms were authorized to import fertilizer. In the wake 
of the reforms, fertilizer now enters the country through both public and private channels. As in the past, 
however, the federal government continues to dominate the distribution of fertilizer within the country, 
with the Federal Fertilizer Department coordinating distribution to state governments. The state 
governments receive fertilizer from the federal government or from private sources, which they then 
distribute primarily through their Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs), but also through farmer 
service centers and cooperatives. A few large private suppliers sell fertilizer directly to the ADPs, but 
most private suppliers rely on their own networks of wholesalers and retailers to distribute the product. 
Because the government has traditionally dominated fertilizer distribution activities in the country, the 
private sector lacks experience operating in this market, so private sector–led marketing networks are still 
limited.  

Fertilizer policies in Nigeria were for many years designed to promote increased use of fertilizer, 
so fertilizer prices were fixed administratively and included a heavy subsidy. The administered prices 
were traditionally pan-territorial, meaning that a uniform official price prevailed throughout the country 
for each type of fertilizer, regardless of locational differences in distribution costs. The level of 
subsidization was considerable: in 1992, the subsidy rate for urea, the most commonly used nitrogenous 
fertilizer, reached a high of 86 percent. Given the large amount of fertilizer supplied in that year, the total 
cost of the fertilizer subsidy was around 6.8 billion naira in current values, which represented a significant 
financial burden on the government.  

In addition to being expensive, the fertilizer subsidy program proved difficult to implement. The 
stated objective of the fertilizer subsidy was to encourage increased use of fertilizer by resource-
constrained smallholder farmers, but targeting proved extremely difficult. Throughout the early 1990s, 
there were reports of massive abuses through the diversion of the subsidized inputs to unintended 
beneficiaries, along with large-scale smuggling to neighboring countries. Such problems were hardly 
unique to Nigeria; similar problems have plagued fertilizer subsidy programs in many other countries 
(Morris et al. 2007). Box 6 discusses arguments made in favor of subsidies, highlights some of the 
problems that can plague subsidy schemes, and suggests options for how and when fertilizer subsidies 
should be employed. 

Faced with unsustainably high fiscal costs, during the mid-1990s the government made the 
decision to significantly reduce fertilizer subsidies to more manageable levels. The result was the reform 
policy implemented in 1996. Today, the federal government continues to procure fertilizer through public 
tenders; supplies procured in this way are distributed through state ministries of agriculture with a subsidy 
estimated to be around 25 percent.  

The cost of fertilizer subsidies is borne partly by the federal government and partly by the states. 
Fertilizer purchased by the federal government is transferred to the states at a 25 percent subsidy, with the 
price charged to the states calculated as the import parity price less the 25 percent subsidy. The cost to the 
states is deducted directly from the states’ Federation Account allocations. States may then apply 
additional subsidies if they choose. Subsidies applied by the states are usually applied when fertilizer is 
allocated by the state fertilizer allocation committees to local government areas. At the LGA level, local 
government allocation committees distribute the fertilizer to wards, and at the ward level, the ward 
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committee distributes it to farmers.13

Box 6. Fertilizer subsidies: Arguments for and against 
In Nigeria as in many other countries, fertilizer subsidies have long been used in the effort to raise agricultural 
productivity. Mindful of the high cost of fertilizer, which reduces farm-level profitability and undermines 
incentives for farmers to invest in fertilizer, the federal government and many state governments have for many 
years subsidized retail fertilizer prices. In the past, the subsidy level was as high as 75 percent of the real cost of 
fertilizer; today it stands at about 25 percent.  

Arguments in favor of fertilizer subsidies: Three main economic arguments are typically used to justify the use 
of fertilizer subsidies: (i) they can kick-start innovation and stimulate greater demand for fertilizer; (ii) they can 
help overcome missing or imperfect markets for fertilizer; and (iii) they can compensate farmers for positive 
externalities. A fourth argument is more political: (iv) fertilizer subsidies are needed to level the playing field for 
farmers who must compete in global markets against competitors who benefit from subsidies and other forms of 
support in their own countries.  

Common problems with fertilizer subsidy programs: Nigeria’s fertilizer subsidy programs have not been 
rigorously evaluated, but anecdotal evidence suggests that these programs have experienced the same problems that 
have plagued fertilizer subsidy programs everywhere. Studies carried out in many countries have shown that 
fertilizer subsidies often (i) crowd out the private sector by undermining incentives for firms to invest in production 
and marketing; (ii) encourage rent seeking, making them magnets for corruption and abuse; (iii) tend to be captured 
by wealthier farmers, leading to a regressive distribution of benefits; (iv) encourage inefficient use of fertilizer at 
the farm level; and (v) are difficult to target, resulting in a high level of leakage to neighboring countries.  

High administrative and fiscal costs: In addition to those more practical problems, the larger issue—and perhaps 
the most relevant from a public expenditure point of view—is that fertilizer subsidy programs have extremely high 
administrative and fiscal costs. Most empirical studies that have assessed fertilizer subsidy programs have 
concluded that the costs outweigh the benefits. This is likely to be the case in Nigeria as well, where considerable 
portions of the federal and state agriculture budgets have been used to support fertilizer subsidy programs. Much of 
the fertilizer distributed through these programs seems to have gone to large-scale farmers who were capable of 
purchasing fertilizer on commercial terms, rather than to the resource-constrained smallholders whom the schemes 
were intended to benefit. Meanwhile, there was public underinvestment in core public goods and services, 
including agricultural research and extension, market information systems, and rural infrastructure. 

When subsidies may be justified: This is not to say that fertilizer subsidies should never be used. Although the 
long-term objective of policymakers must be to support the emergence of viable private sector–led fertilizer 
markets, subsidies may be justifiable on a temporary basis to help overcome market failures. If they are used, 
however, it should be in ways that encourage the efficient uptake of fertilizer as part of an integrated package of 
improved crop production technologies. Fertilizer promotion programs therefore must be comprehensive and 
multifaceted, encompassing not only measures to improve the supply of fertilizer, but also measures to strengthen 
demand for fertilizer. For that reason, building fertilizer markets must go hand in hand with building output 
markets and linking farmers to those markets. 

Guiding principles for design of “market-smart” subsidies: When used as part of a broader strategy to address 
the binding constraints on supply and demand, well-designed fertilizer subsidies can play a useful role. But 
fertilizer subsidies should always be “market smart,” so that they contribute to the development of viable and 
competitive private sector–led fertilizer markets. They should be targeted at poor farmers to encourage incremental 
use of fertilizer by those who would otherwise not use it; otherwise commercial sales will be displaced. They 
should not distort relative prices of different inputs so as to encourage economically inefficient use. And they 
should always be temporary, introduced for a limited period, with a clear schedule for phasing out when they have 
achieved their purpose.  
Source: Morris et al. (2007). 

 Different states apply different amounts of subsidy above and 
beyond the 25 percent federal subsidy, so the subsidy component in the final retail price varies in different 
parts of the country.  

 

                                                      
13 The agencies tasked with this responsibility may have different names in different states. 
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The economics of fertilizer subsidies are further complicated by the fact that state and local 
governments frequently purchase fertilizer from private input distributors to augment the supplies they 
receive from the federal government. Such additional purchases can be very large relative to the quantities 
received through the federal government. For example, in recent years the amount of fertilizer purchased 
from private suppliers in Bauchi State has significantly exceeded the amount received from the federal 
government. In 2006, the federal government supplied 9,000 metric tons (mt) of fertilizer to Bauchi State, 
and the state purchased an additional 15,000 mt from private suppliers. In the same year, the combined 
amount of fertilizer purchased by all local governments in Bauchi State exceeded the state-allocated 
amounts by 5,000 mt.  

What is the total cost of Nigeria’s fertilizer subsidy program? Although it is clear that fertilizer-
related expenditures continue to consume a nonnegligible share of agricultural budgets at every level of 
government, the exact amount is extremely difficult to pinpoint. The main reason for this is that the 
various interventions by different tiers of government in fertilizer procurement and distribution are not 
transparently represented in expenditure accounts.  

Entries for fertilizer programs appear to be based on the gross procurement cost incurred at each 
stage in the distribution chain, while failing to account for the fact that a portion of the gross procurement 
cost is recovered when the fertilizer is transferred to the next stage. A more appropriate way to account 
for fertilizer-related interventions would be for each level of government to report only net costs. To the 
extent that the fertilizer subsidy is distributed across different tiers of government, there should also be 
some way to report the subsidy expenditure in the aggregate. That would allow allocations to this function 
of government (price support) to be compared with allocations to other functions.  

Even if the cost of the fertilizer subsidy program cannot be quantified exactly, it is clear that 
fertilizer-related expenditures constitute a major cost category in the agricultural budget. As reported 
earlier in this paper, as much as 42 percent of federal-level expenditure during the period of the study 
went to support fertilizer programs. At the state level, the share may be as high, or even higher in some 
cases. The functional analysis of agricultural spending in Bauchi State revealed that agricultural inputs 
promotion consumed 57 percent of all agricultural capital expenditure during the study period, with 
fertilizer purchases accounting for 90 percent of this. What is unclear, however, is whether the 
expenditure reported for Bauchi State includes the amount deducted for fertilizer from the state’s 
Federation Account allocation, whether it includes additional subsidies applied to fertilizer obtained from 
the federal government, whether it includes the cost of additional purchases of fertilizer from private 
suppliers undertaken to augment the federal fertilizer transfers, or whether it includes some combination 
of the three. If the figure reported for Bauchi State includes charges for fertilizer that were deducted from 
Bauchi State’s Federation Account allocation, that would imply that the same expense was counted 
twice—once in the federal budget accounts and then again in the state budget accounts. 

Agricultural Financial Services 

Federal and State Investments in Agricultural Financial Services 

Three government-supported parastatals deliver financial services in Nigeria’s agricultural sector. The 
Nigerian Agricultural, Cooperative, and Rural Development Bank (NACRDB), created in 2000 through a 
merger of other institutions, is an agricultural development bank that provides credit, savings, loan 
guarantees, and equity financing. The Agricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF), in existence 
for 30 years, focuses on credit guarantees only. The Agricultural Credit Support Scheme (ACSS), 
established in 2006, primarily subsidizes commercial bank loans to the agricultural sector. These three 
parastatals are described in greater detail in the following subsections. 

Agricultural financing institutions supported by Nigeria’s federal government cover all states in 
the country, so individual states typically do not have agricultural financing agencies of their own. States, 
however, can and do support or complement the efforts of the federal parastatals. Both the 1999 
Constitution and the 2001 New Agricultural Policy Thrust empower state governments to promote 
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appropriate institutions for administering agricultural credit. In line with this arrangement, for example, 
the Bauchi State government in 2002 made budgetary provision for counterpart funding for the activities 
of NACRDB’s forerunner, the Nigerian Agricultural and Cooperative Bank (NACB), although the 
arrangement was never executed. Similarly, during 2001–2005, Bauchi State made provision for 
assistance to agricultural insurance schemes, but that too was never actualized. In addition, many states 
have apex cooperative organizations that provide agricultural financing to their member cooperatives—
for example, the Bauchi State Cooperative Financing Agency—but these are basically private initiatives. 

Government expenditure accounts provide very little information about the cost of providing 
agricultural financial services. For example, the very detailed disaggregation of agricultural public 
investments presented in Appendix D contains not a single line item relating to agricultural credit support 
of any kind.14

The Nigerian Agricultural, Cooperative, and Rural Development Bank 

 By some estimates, as much as US$200 million in loans made by NACRDB, ACGSF, and 
ACSS are being subsidized, which if true would indicate that resource allocation to agricultural finance is 
quite extensive. The direct cost of credit subsidies is of course augmented by indirect costs associated 
with credit support, including administrative expenses. A forthcoming World Bank review of rural 
finance in Nigeria will examine in detail rural credit policies, forms of public support to the sector, and 
options for increasing access to rural financial services in the country.  

The Nigerian Agricultural, Cooperative and Rural Development Bank is a public development finance 
institution, wholly devoted to agricultural finance. In its current form, NACRDB came into existence in 
2001 with the merger of the defunct Nigerian Agricultural and Cooperative Bank, the People’s Bank of 
Nigeria, and the assets of the Family Economic Advancement Program.15

NACRDB took over the assets and liabilities, including the offices and business operations, of its 
forerunner, NACB. NACB, founded in 1973 and owned jointly by the Ministry of Finance and the 
Central Bank, did not have the mandate to offer savings products to the public. Its main sources of funds 
therefore were the government, equity funds, and borrowing from international development agencies, 
including the African Development Bank. By 2000, NACB had become moribund, seriously affected by 
the excessive naira devaluation of the 1980s and 1990s arising from the structural adjustment programs 
and, as part of these, the introduction of the secondary foreign exchange market. Very few lending 
activities were ongoing by the time the takeover by NACRDB happened, although NACRDB did inherit 
substantial assets (and liabilities). At the time of its demise in December 2000, NACB had about 70 
branch offices nationwide and 2,000 staff members. There were also about 40,000 loan clients, total 
assets of about US$42 million, and a total outstanding gross loan balance of US$40.5 million. NACB also 
bequeathed to NACRDB outstanding loan balances with the African Development Bank, the International 
Fund for Agricultural Development, the Economic Community of West African States, and the World 
Bank.  

 NACRDB is 60 percent owned 
by the Federal Ministry of Finance and 40 percent by the Central Bank of Nigeria. It provides credit to 
farmers, agribusinesses, cooperatives, and other institutions. Additional financial services and instruments 
include direct investment through equity participation in projects, guarantees for agricultural ventures, 
and rural savings services. In 2005, NACRDB had 201 branches, three-quarters of which were rural 
branches. Although it was at that time the second-largest actor in rural finance, it had only about 45,000 
loan clients.  

                                                      
14 Expenditures related to the provision of financial services to agriculture are not captured in the budget of the Ministry of 

Agriculture, but it is possible that they appear in the accounts of the Ministry of Finance and the Central Bank. 
15 The Family Economic Advancement Program (FEAP), founded as a poverty alleviation program, was run by Hajia 

Maryam Abacha, the wife of the late military ruler General Sani Abacha. Unlike other projects of first ladies, most of which are 
funded through voluntary donations and fundraising, FEAP had direct access to and funding support from public resources, and 
its governance structure was problematic. For example, the wives of state governors and local government chairpersons 
automatically became chairpersons of state and local branches of FEAP.  
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Following its takeover of NACB, NACRDB was redesigned (restructured and diversified), and it 
was given new powers in an effort to avoid some of the problems that had constrained the performance of 
NACB. For example, unlike NACB, NACRDB was authorized to mobilize rural savings deposits to 
broaden its capital base and increase liquidity. Such changes unfortunately did not eliminate all of the 
operational inefficiencies, and NACRDB remained financially unviable. The federal government 
therefore has been forced to continue to subsidize NACRDB. For example, under NEEDS, federal 
government funding was earmarked for the purposes of capitalizing NACRDB during the period 2001–
2004. 

Agricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund 

The Agricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund was established in 1978 and charged with guaranteeing 
loans made by commercial banks to farmers. The Central Bank of Nigeria manages the scheme on behalf 
of the federal government. Similar to NACRDB, ACGSF is owned jointly by the federal government and 
the Central Bank of Nigeria, which control 60 percent and 40 percent of the equity, respectively. While 
the authorized share capital of 3 billion naira did not receive the projected federal government 
contribution of 1.2 billion naira,16

ACGSF deals mainly with loans extended to small-scale farmers. As a result, its lending has been 
dominated by very small loans. For example in 2005, more than 70 percent of all loans were smaller than 
50,000 naira each; these small loans accounted for 36 percent of total loan value. By contrast, only 11 
percent of all loans were larger than 100,000 naira; these large loans accounted for 32 percent of total 
loan value. In an effort to increase the level of lending under ACGSF, in 2001 the Central Bank of 
Nigeria initiated the Trust Fund Model as a framework for intermediating funds for agricultural 
development. Under this initiative, external stakeholders including states, local governments, oil 
companies, and NGOs augment the savings security of farmers by placing funds with participating banks. 
By 2005, 15 stakeholders, comprising 10 state governments, three oil companies, and two NGOs had 
adopted the model, pledging a total of 1.6 billion naira.

 ACGSF has been able to augment its resources by investing in 
government treasury bills and other securities. At the end of 2005, resources at the disposal of ACGSF 
totaled 4.7 billion naira.  

17

A common complaint about ACGSF, voiced especially during its early years, is that its operations 
are hampered by bureaucratic and administrative bottlenecks. These bottlenecks eroded the confidence of 
commercial banks, many of which became reluctant to engage with ACGSF. The complaints appear to 
have merit, because the processing of applications and claims under the scheme has indeed been very 
slow. At the end of 2005, there was an accumulated backlog of 4,064 unprocessed claims, the oldest of 
which dated back 25 years or more. 

 

Agricultural Credit Support Scheme 

In 2006, a third institution for agricultural finance emerged: the Agricultural Credit Support Scheme.18

                                                      
16 Central Bank Annual Report and Statement of Accounts, 2005. 
17 Central Bank Annual Report and Statement of Accounts, 2005. 
18 Based on “Guidelines for the Operation of the Agricultural Credit Support Scheme (ACSS)” published by the Central 

Bank, www.cenbank.org. 

 
Established jointly by the federal government and the Central Bank of Nigeria, ACSS was created with 
the active support and participation of the Bankers Committee, an umbrella body for all of the 
commercial banks operating in Nigeria. The purpose of ACSS is to facilitate the development of the 
agricultural sector by advancing credit to farmers at low interest rates. By pursuing this strategy, the 
government hopes to exert downward pressure on prices of agricultural produce, especially food items, 
leading eventually to reduced inflation, increased exports, diversification of the government’s revenue 
base, and increased foreign exchange earnings.  
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ACSS provides credit for activities in four areas: (i) establishment or management of plantations, 
(ii) cultivation or production of crops, (iii) livestock and fisheries, and (iv) farm machinery and hire 
services. Funding for the scheme comes from a 50 billion naira fund, constituted through contributions 
from a range of sources: 

− 30 billion naira from the 25 universal banks;19

− 7.2 billion naira from state governments (200 million naira from each of the 36 states); 
 

− 7 billion naira from debt relief;  
− 6 billion naira from the Small and Medium Enterprise Equity Investment Scheme;  
− 5 billion naira from NACRDB (see preceding); and 
− 2.5 billion naira from ACGSF (see preceding). 

The federal government does not subscribe directly to the capital of ACSS. Rather, it contributes 
indirectly through the Small and Medium Enterprise Equity Investment Scheme. The federal government, 
through the ministries of Agriculture, Finance, and Industries and Commerce, is also involved in 
management of the scheme by being represented on its 21-member Central Implementation Committee. 
Other representatives on the committee include the universal banks, the Central Bank, NACRDB, and the 
Agricultural and Farmers Association of Nigeria, among others.  

Public expenditure support to ACSS is provided mainly through subsidization of commercial 
loans. Prospective borrowers approach commercial banks for funds in the standard way by presenting 
project proposals. Participating banks appraise the projects according to their normal business practices. 
In conjunction with the Central Bank of Nigeria, participating banks periodically review maximum 
interest rates payable under ACSS, subject to prevailing government policy on agricultural financing. For 
example, the inception interest rate at the time of establishment of ACSS was 14 percent. Borrowers who 
make timely repayment, however, will receive a 6 percentage point reduction, thereby effectively 
reducing the interest rate paid to 8 percent. The interest liability of ACSS is therefore 6 percent of the 14 
percent charged agricultural operators. This rate would include all bank charges.  

A traditional criticism of agricultural finance/support schemes in Nigeria is that they take a long 
time to process applications, which entails costs for borrowers. Under ACSS, an attempt has been made to 
avoid that problem by embedding the management of the scheme within the Central Bank of Nigeria. To 
ensure speedy transactions, the Central Bank reviews applications in the state where the proposed project 
will be implemented. As a result, approval and subsequent management of each loan is shared between 
the participating commercial bank and the Central Bank. The Central Bank commits to pay the rebate as 
soon as it receives demand notices from the participating bank, subject to confirmation that the borrower 
has met his or her obligations. 

ACSS being still very new, insufficient information is available to assess its performance and 
determine the effectiveness with which government resources are being used. Although at least 50 billion 
naira has been committed to an ACSS-affiliated agricultural trust fund (the so-called 50 Billion Fund), to 
date little is known about the disbursement of that fund. Although ACSS is new, government spending on 
subsidized credit schemes in Nigeria is not new. Whether ACSS will develop into a financially 
sustainable scheme for agricultural credit remains to be seen. Many observers are skeptical that ACSS 
will prove viable, as financial sustainability has proved to be an elusive goal for other similar schemes 
implemented in the past. 

National Strategic Food Reserve 
The National Strategic Food Reserve (NSFR), originally known as the National Strategic Grain Reserve, 
was created in 1988 by the Federal Ministry of Agriculture to ensure long-term food security for the 

                                                      
19 There are a total of 25 “universal banks” in Nigeria. Universal banks (unlike “community banks”) do not have a 

geographical restriction within the country and (unlike, e.g., the “development finance institutions” and mortgage companies) 
offer a wide array of financial services. Universal banks in essence constitute the hub of the country’s banking industry. 
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nation, provide emergency food relief, and reduce temporal variability in food prices. Under the NSFR 
program, the government aims to purchase and put into storage 5 percent of the food grains produced in 
the country. The resulting stocks will be available to provide relief following disasters. NSFR grain 
purchases and sales are to be managed so as to help stabilize food prices during periods of surplus or 
deficit.  

The NSFR plan calls for sizable initial investments in grain storage facilities and security stocks. 
It is envisaged that at least one 25,000-metric ton grain storage facility will be constructed in each state 
(usually these facilities will consist of a cluster of 1,000-metric ton steel silos). The combined capacity of 
these storage facilities will equal 3 million mt —equivalent to nearly one-fourth of the nation’s current 
annual grain output. These ambitious targets are still far from being achieved, however. As of December, 
2007, only 11 functional silo complexes with warehouses had been completed, with a total storage 
capacity of 275,000 mt. Only about 40 percent of that capacity was being used by the government. The 
major food commodities stored in silo complexes were maize, millet, sorghum, paddy rice, soybeans, and 
gari. Idle silos were being leased out to private traders. 

The federal government is charged with the overall implementation of the NSFR. The states are 
charged with assisting in the purchasing of excess stocks during periods of surplus and in the distribution 
of grain when it is released from storage. Grain is purchased from farmers, farmers groups, cooperatives, 
and grain merchants during periods of surplus. It is stored for up to two years and then released or sold to 
states during periods of scarcity. Sales can be at market prices or at subsidized prices, as determined by 
the Federal Ministry of Agriculture. Grain stored under the NSFR program may also be provided to the 
World Food Program for distribution as international food relief.  

The economics of the NSFR are difficult to assess, mainly because information about the costs 
and revenues is not consolidated in a single place. The NSFR clearly is not self-sustaining, which in any 
case it does not have to be, because it does not operate as a revolving fund. Funding support for the NSFR 
comes intermittently through special allocations from the federal government. In addition to covering 
administrative expenses, the public funds are used to purchase grain. Revenues from grain sales are paid 
back to the government.  

The NSFR program appears to have been quite expensive, and it seems to have incurred 
significant costs, mainly extra-budgetary. The costs of constructing the storage facilities are substantial, as 
are those of associated with grain-purchasing activities. Filling the 11 silos constructed to date would 
require 275,000 mt of grain, at a total cost of approximately 1.08 billion naira. Recurrent costs can be 
expected to be significant as well and will depend on the average length of storage, storage losses, and 
movements in grain prices. If 20 percent of the value of the grain passing through the system were to be 
lost each year due to storage losses and/or adverse price movements, then the recurrent costs excluding 
administrative costs would be on the order of 216 million naira per year, or about 20 percent of the 
recurrent budget for agriculture.  

Given that the NSFR apparently consumes a significant amount of public spending, the lack of 
transparency about its financial standing is troubling. In the absence of clear evidence that the NSFR is 
generating benefits for grain producers and consumers, the rationale for public involvement in grain 
marketing and storage activities remains unclear. Experience from throughout the world has been that 
public intervention in grain markets is usually not a cost-effective way to dampen price fluctuations or 
promote food security. On the contrary, public intervention in grain markets usually has high recurrent 
costs, tends to incur heavy financial losses, discourages private investment in storage and stocks, and 
generally impedes the development of efficient private sector–led food markets. 

National Special Program for Food Security 
The National Special Program for Food Security (NSPFS) is an initiative of the Federal Government of 
Nigeria that is being implemented in collaboration with the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of 
the United Nations. The purpose of NSPFS is to contribute to sustainable improvement in national food 
security, through rapid increases in productivity and food production on an economically and 
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environmentally sustainable basis. In that context, NSPFS seeks to reduce year-to-year variability in 
agricultural production and improve people’s access to food. The ultimate aim is to contribute to 
improved food self-sufficiency and better livelihoods for poor rural households, using a participatory, 
bottom-up approach. 

During the first phase, which lasted for five years (2002–2006) and cost US$45.2 million, NSPFS 
focused on the application of low-cost approaches to improving the productivity and sustainability of 
agricultural systems. NSPFS supported the establishment of 109 sites nationwide—three sites in each of 
the 36 states, as well as one site in the Federal Capital Territory (for the development of urban and peri-
urban agriculture). Between 250 and 300 poor farm families participated at each site. 

NSPFS covers several thematic areas: food security (water management, crop intensification, 
farm diversification, agricultural services, and constraints analysis), aquaculture and inland fisheries, 
animal diseases and transboundary pest control, marketing of agricultural commodities and food stock 
management, soil fertility initiatives, and South-South Cooperation (SSC).The SSC component seeks to 
encourage solidarity and cooperation among developing countries through sharing experience in 
agricultural development. Under the SSC framework, China’s government agreed to support NSPFS 
through provision of about 520 experts and technicians in a wide variety of agricultural disciplines, at a 
cost of around US$22 million over a four-year period, to also be partially funded by the federal 
government. 

The Projects Coordinating Unit (PCU) of FMAWR has been assigned responsibility for 
implementing the project. A senior field project support officer representing FAO provides administrative 
and technical backup. At the state level, ADP program managers serve as the state coordinators for 
NSPFS. The state coordinators are assisted by seven facilitators who are responsible respectively for crop, 
livestock, fisheries, water use, health/nutrition, participatory monitoring and evaluation, and finance. 
NSPFS assists farmers to set up agricultural enterprises by providing noninterest loans and technical 
assistance. Extension activities are undertaken by the ADPs through farmer groups in the communities. 
Achievements reported under NSPFS include the following: 

Food Security 

• Irrigation and water management: Survey and design work has been carried out and irrigation 
infrastructure installed in most of the implementing sites.  

• Crop production: Improved production technologies have been promoted in all of the sites, 
leading to substantial productivity gains in most major crops. 

• Agroprocessing and agroforestry: Agroprocessing modules have been implemented covering 
cereals, groundnut oil, cassava, tomato, smoked fish, and others. Large numbers of nursery 
orchards have been established, and thousands of improved fruit tree seedlings have been 
distributed.  

• Farm diversification: Production of livestock has been successfully promoted among many of 
the participating households.  

• Fisheries: Aquaculture pilots have been introduced in many sites, typically leading to 
production increases of 50 to 300 percent.  

• Livestock: The Animal Diseases and Transboundary Pest Control Project has facilitated the 
treatment of large numbers of livestock. Animal health service providers have been 
established in most states.  

Marketing and Food Stocks  

• A comprehensive marketing study has been carried out, and the Nigeria Agricultural Market 
Information Service was established to facilitate market information dissemination. Metal 
bins have been manufactured and distributed to various states for on-farm storage facilities.  
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Soil Fertility Initiative 

• A detailed national soil survey has been conducted to ascertain soil types, acidity, and 
nutrient level. Large quantities of fertilizer and lime have been distributed, and the National 
Fertilizer Quality Control Laboratory at Kaduna has been rehabilitated.  

South-South Cooperation  

• The SSC initiative implemented within the NSPFS framework has promoted transfer of 
knowledge by supporting microprojects in diverse areas (e.g., capture fisheries, aquaculture, 
artificial insemination of livestock, biogas production, and construction of micro earth dams). 
Chinese experts and technicians supported through NSPFS have been involved in the 
construction and/or rehabilitation of earth dams. 

Despite its considerable achievements, NSPFS faces several challenges, including the 
following: 

• Poor loan recovery: The agricultural finance facility supported under NSPFS has struggled. 
The average repayment rate on loans extended through NSPFS has been about 41 percent.  

• Inadequate value addition and linkage to market outlets: Many of the postharvest activities 
supported under NSPFS that were designed to encourage value addition and link farmers to 
markets have borne disappointing results. 

Based on a positive assessment, the government launched a second five-year phase of NSPFS, 
with the objective of expanding the coverage to 327 sites. The second phase commenced in July 2007 
after a one-year transition period. The total cost of NSPFS II is estimated at 48.0 billion naira (US$364 
million), 60 percent of which is expected to come from the government’s annual budget provision to the 
sector. The government hopes to raise the remaining 40 percent from donors. The expanded phase has a 
component on community-driven development and has a cost-sharing arrangement whereby the federal 
government contributes 47 percent, states 26 percent, local governments 19 percent, and the participating 
communities 8 percent. 

Detailed financial information about NSPFS is not publicly available, making it difficult to assess 
whether the considerable investment has generated attractive returns. Anecdotal evidence suggests that 
NSPFS’s performance has been mixed. Some pilot projects have clearly been successful, but others have 
failed to live up to expectations. A definitive assessment of NSPFS’s performance will have to wait until 
a rigorous external evaluation is carried out. The external evaluation should focus especially on two 
aspects of NSPFS that are not discussed in much detail in official documents: 

(1) Choice of activities: With the ostensible goal of promoting food security, NSPFS supports an 
extremely diverse set of activities. While it is good to see NSPFS responding to local demands, at 
the same time it is legitimate to ask whether NSPFS is spreading itself too thin. Given the 
extremely broad agenda, at times it has proven difficult to mobilize all the expertise needed to 
support NSPFS activities. It is possible that NSPFS could achieve greater impact by focusing on a 
smaller set of activities and pursuing those with greater intensity. 

(2) Choice of sites: Food security needs vary considerably from location to location, so one would 
expect to see increased levels of NSPFS activity in areas where rural households face greater 
threats of chronic food insecurity. Yet every state contains the same number of NSPFS sites. This 
suggests that site selection is driven by administrative or political considerations, rather than 
technical or economic criteria. This prompts the question of whether NSPFS resources are being 
allocated efficiently. 



 56 

6.  ALIGNMENT OF AGRICULTURAL SPENDING WITH POLICY PRIORITIES 

Challenges in Assessing the Alignment of Spending with Policy 
To what extent are the priorities reflected in the actual pattern of agricultural spending in Nigeria 
congruent with the government’s stated agricultural policy objectives? This chapter discusses how public 
resource allocation squares with stated policy objectives. The task is made difficult by at least three 
features of the development policies and strategies that prevail in Nigeria: 

(1) Although a formal development strategy paper is supposed to have been articulated by each major 
administrative unit at every level of government in Nigeria, in some instances such a strategy 
paper does not exist. For example, among the six case study states and LGAs, one—Birnin Gwari 
LGA—has never produced a Local Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy. Nor was 
it possible to identify any other written policy framework specific to that LGA.  

(2) In cases where a development strategy paper does exist, there may not be any explicit reference to 
the role of agriculture, nor any description of the policies and programs being implemented to 
achieve agricultural development goals. The Bauchi State Economic Empowerment and 
Development Strategy (SEEDS) is a good example of a strategy paper that lacks a clear 
articulation of the role of agriculture in the development process. In the Bauchi SEEDS, three 
poverty reduction strategies are discussed: (i) improving food security,  
(ii) creating jobs, and (iii) generating and distributing wealth. Although agriculture could 
potentially contribute to all three of the strategies, the Bauchi SEEDS does not specify where and 
how agriculture is expected to fit in.  

(3) Even when agricultural policies are clearly articulated, often the public spending that is to be 
done in pursuit of such policies is not explicitly costed. In the relatively few cases where policies 
are explicitly costed, often what is specified is only the capital spending needed to achieve stated 
goals and targets. Recurrent costs, however substantial, are frequently omitted. Examples of this 
include the first NEEDS and the Bauchi SEEDS. If recurrent costs associated with proposed 
capital investments are substantial, failure to include such costs may jeopardize the government’s 
ability to implement the policies successfully. 

In addition, assessment of the consistency between agricultural spending and policy objectives is 
confounded by a practical problem: spending data must coincide exactly with the period covered by 
policies and strategic plans. In Nigeria, most development strategies have only recently been established, 
especially at the subnational level, and in many cases they only partially overlap with the period covered 
by this study (2001–2005).  

Federal Resource Allocation and NEEDS I 
At the federal level, the obvious way to assess the consistency between agricultural spending and 
agricultural policy objectives—both in terms of the level of spending and in terms of the composition of 
spending—would be to examine the National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy 
implementation plan and costing schedule. They were supposed to have been published by the National 
Planning Commission in volume 2 of the original NEEDS but were never produced. For that reason, the 
consistency between federal-level spending and national policy objectives can be assessed only 
qualitatively, by evaluating federal spending in light of the national agricultural development priorities as 
expressed in NEEDS and NAP (See Appendix F for a discussion of NEEDS, NAP, and the constitution as 
the policy framework for agriculture in Nigeria).  
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Aggregate Level of Spending 

In assessing the consistency between agricultural spending and agricultural policy objectives at the 
federal level, a useful starting point is to compare the level of aggregate agricultural spending with the 
corresponding aggregate spending projection in NEEDS. Volume 1 of NEEDS specifies target levels of 
spending for sectors considered instrumental to poverty reduction and development, which includes 
agriculture. The target for the sector specified in NEEDS was that at least 3 percent of the federal capital 
budget be allocated to agriculture in 2004. This share was to have increased to 4 percent by 2005. In 
2004, the realized capital budget share came close to the NEEDS target (2.8 percent realized versus 3 
percent targeted), but in 2005 it fell short by more than half (1.5 percent realized versus 4 percent 
targeted). Considering actual capital spending shares at the federal level, instead of targeted shares, the 
shortfalls were even larger (2.2 percent and 1.5 percent versus the targets of 3 percent and 4 percent, 
respectively). On aggregate, the NEEDS targets for spending in the sector therefore were not met. 

The New Agricultural Policy Thrust of 2001 called for an increase in public spending in 
agriculture, and it proposed the establishment of an Agricultural Development Fund to spur the increase. 
The increase in spending has not taken place. Real budgets for agriculture consistently decreased over the 
entire 2001–2005 period, while actual spending declined significantly for two years before reversing 
course and rising modestly for two years. The gains in actual spending registered during the latter two 
years did not completely offset the declines registered during the earlier years, and the level of actual 
spending recorded in 2005 was still substantially below the level recorded in 2001. The goal of NAP to 
ensure an overall increase in agricultural spending thus was not met, at least not at the federal level. On a 
more positive note, the proposal to create an Agricultural Development Fund was, however, implemented. 
The Agricultural Development Fund was established in 2000 with an initial seed money grant and by 
2006 had grown in size to 50 million naira. Recently a bill was passed by parliament, the National 
Agricultural Development Fund Bill, that will ensure more sustained funding for the fund as well as 
increased operational resources (Asoegwu and Asoegwu 2007; IDA/IMF 2007). 

Composition of Spending 

If the level of agricultural spending in Nigeria has fallen short of expressed policy targets, has the 
composition of agricultural spending at least reflected the main policy priorities? Based on the program-, 
project-, and activity-level breakdown of federal expenditures (see Appendix D), it would be fair to say 
that generally speaking the federal government has invested resources in ways that are consistent with 
national policy goals. Examples of policy priorities that have evidently benefited from proportionally 
large allocations of public resources include the priority to raise agricultural productivity and production 
(supported principally through the special Presidential Initiatives and the fertilizer support programs) and 
the priority to improve food security (supported principally through the NSFR). 

The Presidential Initiatives were effectively launched in 2004, the first year covered by NEEDS I. 
The Federal Ministry of Agriculture started budgeting for the Presidential Initiatives one year before 
NEEDS I came under implementation, but no resources were actually spent on the initiatives during that 
year. Implementation of the Presidential Initiatives thus effectively started in 2005. But if the quantity of 
spending on the initiatives seems consistent with policy objectives, the quality of the spending must be 
questioned. It is striking that nearly all of the Presidential Initiatives received the same (or nearly the 
same) budget allocations and recorded similar levels of expenditures every year. The similarity in 
spending occurred even though distinct production targets were defined for each commodity or 
commodity group. Clearly the allocation of resources to the Presidential Initiatives did not take account of 
the specific targets and corresponding input needs of each initiative. That points to a resource allocation 
mechanism that was essentially political, rather than empirically based. 

How effective have the Presidential Initiatives been in meeting their targets? Since the 
Presidential Initiatives are still relatively new, they have yet to be comprehensively evaluated. Still, a 
recent short assessment of NEEDS I suggests that planting of cassava and rice has increased sharply in 
recent years (NPC 2007). The assessment does not mention whether those gains are attributable to the 
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Presidential Initiatives or to other interventions, but it is likely that the Presidential Initiatives were at 
least partly responsible, since they are the main programs seeking to boost production of those two crops.  

A second area in which federal spending in the agricultural sector has been consistent with the 
government’s expressed agricultural policy priorities relates to the promotion of food security. NEEDS 
discusses the importance of stabilizing food prices as a means of encouraging increased investment in 
agriculture and reducing vulnerability among poor households. The National Strategic Food Reserve was 
launched in pursuit of this objective. During the period covered by the study, the NSFR and related 
programs constituted the third-largest spending item out of 179 subprojects, absorbing an annual average 
of a half billion naira, or 16 percent of capital spending in the sector.  

If the quantity of spending on the NSFR seems consistent with policy objectives, the quality of 
that spending must be questioned, however. There seems to have been a discrepancy between what was 
proposed in NEEDS with regard to improving food security and what has actually been done. For 
example, whereas NEEDS highlights the importance of improving the functioning of food markets in 
order to increase supplies and stabilize prices, the NSFR has intervened directly in grain markets, often on 
a significant scale, which has sometimes had the effect of destabilizing markets and increasing price 
variability. The detailed cost data appearing in Appendix D indicate that the federal government has 
supported the establishment of private commodity-marketing companies, but these expenditures have 
been small compared with the cost of direct grain purchases. In summary, although food market 
stabilization was highlighted in NEEDS and received public finance attention, the approach through 
which that policy objective has been pursued appears to have diverged significantly from the approach 
described in the policy plan. 

Role of the Private Sector 
While public spending in agriculture appears reasonably well aligned with policy objectives, the same 
cannot be said when it comes to implementation modalities. When it comes to the implementation of 
agricultural policies, what government policies prescribe and what public agencies actually do has often 
differed. NEEDS and NAP both emphasize the need for increased involvement by the private sector in 
policy implementation, yet despite all the rhetoric, the private sector remains very anemic in the 
agricultural sector, and government agencies continue to dominate a wide range of activities. Nowhere is 
this more evident than in the area of agricultural input supply. NEEDS emphasizes the importance of 
promoting the development of an effective and sustainable private sector–led input supply and 
distribution system. Similarly, NAP identifies the private sector as the actor that should play the leading 
role with regard the supply and distribution of agricultural inputs. Yet the expenditure pattern at all levels 
of government, and the activities this spending supports on the ground, are entirely at odds with those 
proclamations. The federal, state, and local governments all have remained extremely active in supplying 
and distributing inputs, leaving little room for private actors to establish a foothold in the market.  

Perhaps the most obvious example of “crowding out” by government agencies of private-sector 
activity concerns fertilizer. As discussed earlier in this paper, fertilizer supply is the single largest 
expenditure item out of 179 items in the federal capital account, consuming more than 56 percent on 
average of federal government capital spending on agriculture during the period covered by the study. 
While increasing agricultural input supply is an important policy priority, so too is promoting the 
emergence of a viable private sector–led fertilizer industry. Yet the federal government did little or 
nothing in support of the latter objective. Throughout the period of the study, the annual ministerial press 
briefings used by the minister to highlight activities and achievements consistently listed how much 
fertilizer the federal government procured and distributed, but they did not indicate any activities 
designed to encourage increased private-sector participation in the industry.20

                                                      
20 See, for instance, the FMAWR 2007 Ministerial Press Briefing document, Tuesday, March 8, 2007, pp. 15–16. 
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Comparison of Budgets and Costed Policies at the Subnational Level 
At the subnational level, the link between the projected and the realized expenditures is often weak. For 
example, in Bauchi State, when the amounts projected in the SEEDS costing plans are compared with the 
amounts that were budgeted and then with actual expenditures, it is clear that there have been significant 
discrepancies between policies, budgets, and actual spending (Table 14). Even though the agricultural 
budget for Bauchi State was far higher than agricultural spending projected in the Bauchi SEEDS, actual 
expenditure on agriculture was far lower than what had been budgeted. In 2004, actual spending in 
agriculture was less than one-fifth of the amount budgeted, and only about one-fifth of the amount 
prescribed in the SEEDS. In 2005, actual expenditure was less than one-half the budgeted amount, and 
about equal to the amount prescribed in the SEEDS. The observed poor correlation between the costed 
amounts appearing in the policy plan, the budgeted amount, and the amount actually spent was not 
peculiar to the agricultural sector; it occurred in other sectors as well and for the budget as a whole.  

Table 14. Alignment of expenditure and SEEDS policy in Bauchi State (million naira, nominal 
values) 

 
Agriculture Aggregate Agriculture as % 

of Aggregate 

Budget Actual Budget 
perf. Budget Actual Budget 

perf. Budget Actual 

2004 

Accounts 

Recurrent 587 571 97.1% 12,922 16,981 131.4% 4.5% 3.4% 
Capital 1,881 326 17.3% 25,794 11,416 44.3% 7.3% 2.9% 
Total 2,469 896 36.3% 38,717 28,397 73.3% 6.4% 3.2% 
Capital share 76.2% 36.3%  66.6% 40.2%     

Policy 

Recurrent  —   —  —  
Capital  1,521   23,120  6.6%  
Total  —   —  —  
Capital share  —   —  —  

Policy 
alignment 

Recurrent — — — — — —  
Capital 123.7% 21.4%  111.6% 49.4%   
Total — — — — — —  

2005 

Accounts 

Recurrent 760 631 83.0% 15,540 20,845 134.1% 4.9% 3.0% 
Capital 2,150 992 46.1% 50,896 15,690 30.8% 4.2% 6.3% 
Total 2,910 1,623 55.8% 66,436 36,536 55.0% 4.4% 4.4% 
Capital share 73.9% 61.1%  76.6% 42.9%     

Policy 

Recurrent  —   —  —  
Capital  955   41,448  2.3%  
Total  —   —  —  
Capital share  —   —  —  

Policy 
alignment 

Recurrent — — — — — —  
Capital 225.1% 103.9%  122.8% 37.9%   
Total — — — — — —  
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Comparison of Actual Expenditures and Expenditure Assignments 
Assessment of the extent to which public investments in agriculture are aligned with policies can only be 
as precise as the policies themselves. When policies are ambiguous or even contradictory, rigorous 
assessment of congruency with spending patterns is impossible. Even so, it is useful to examine how 
policies and strategies have been interpreted and translated into actual interventions.  

A case in point involves the role that local governments have played in promoting agricultural 
development. As discussed earlier in this paper, the 1999 Constitution allows local governments to 
“participate” in promoting rural development (which seems a lesser role than the one assigned in other 
sectors, where they are assigned “responsibility”). The relatively weak assignment in the 1999 
Constitution compares with the apparently stronger role described in NAP, which states that local 
governments are eventually to take over from state governments in a range of agricultural interventions. 
However, NAP unfortunately does not provide any further guidance as to how such a transfer of 
responsibility would take place—that is, in what sequence, under what institutional arrangements, and 
with what fiscal responsibilities.  

Local governments clearly do engage in agricultural interventions, and they spend proportionally 
more on agriculture than do the states and the federal government. Because the budgets of local 
governments are modest, however, that spending is small relative to the spending done by higher tiers of 
government. Still, it is fair to say that local governments assign at least the same priority to agriculture, if 
not greater priority, than do the other tiers of government.  

The composition of LGA-level agricultural spending seems broadly consistent with the role 
envisioned for local governments as articulated in the 1999 Constitution and NAP. LGA-level agricultural 
spending goes mainly to support agricultural extension. While agricultural extension is primarily the 
responsibility of the states (and supported mainly through the state ADPs), the engagement of the LGAs 
seems to be in line with the constitutional guidelines that indicate that local governments should 
participate in, rather than take responsibility for, delivery of agricultural services.  

At the same time, there are instances in which local government activity seems poorly aligned 
with that of the state and federal governments. A case in point relates to the Local Government Law 
enacted by the Cross River State government in 2004. When discussing the role of local governments in 
promoting development, the Local Government Law simply repeats the language in the 1999 
Constitution, and as such it leaves unclear how local governments are meant to “participate” in 
developmental activities. To further complicate matters, agriculture is not mentioned as one of the areas 
in which local governments are meant to participate, leaving unclear whether local governments are 
meant to have any role at all. Despite that lack of clarity, or perhaps because of it, the development 
strategy formulated by the Odukpani local government (the case study LGA in Cross River State) 
includes an explicit focus on agriculture.  

Another feature of the Local Government Law enacted in Cross River State is worth noting. The 
law, which effectively increases the state’s control over the finances of local governments, stipulates that 
some funds earmarked for use by local governments may be withheld by the state and spent by the state 
on behalf of the local governments. The Local Government Law includes among the areas of spending the 
state will undertake on behalf of the LGAs primary health care, primary education, and water supply, but 
it does not mention agriculture. So the Local Government Law not only fails to mention agriculture as an 
area of participation for local governments, but there is no suggestion that this is because local 
government spending on agriculture will be undertaken by the state using withheld local government 
funds. This could be interpreted to mean that the state sees no role for local governments in agriculture—
and yet, at least in Odukpani, the local government does allocate public resources for agriculture. 
Although it is difficult to say whether this apparent discrepancy between the policy framework and actual 
spending at the local level is widely generalizable, it does raise doubts about whether proper consideration 
is being given to both the appropriateness and the enforceability of regulatory/policy frameworks. 
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7.  FINDINGS AND POLICY OPTIONS 

The information and analysis presented in previous sections of this paper provide important insights about 
the quantity and quality of agricultural spending in Nigeria, and they shed light on the processes through 
which spending decisions are made and implemented. Key findings emerging from this study are 
summarized here. 

Public Spending in Agriculture in Nigeria is Low by International Standards 
Is the government of Nigeria spending enough in agriculture? Regardless of the indicator used, the level 
of public spending in agriculture in Nigeria is exceptionally low. Agricultural spending averaged only 1.7 
percent of total federal spending over the study period (2001–2005), lagging behind spending in other key 
sectors such as education, health, and water. While agricultural spending expressed as a share of total 
spending is notoriously low in African countries generally compared with other developing regions, 
Nigeria fares unfavorably even within the African context. In 2000, agricultural spending in Nigeria 
expressed as a share of total public spending was the lowest among all 17 Sub-Saharan African countries 
for which data were available, and in other years it was among the lowest. 

Is the relatively low level of public spending in agriculture appropriate given the role of 
agriculture in the Nigerian economy? In assessing the adequacy of public spending on agriculture, the size 
of the agricultural sector in the overall economy should be taken into account, because ceteris paribus one 
would expect the expenditure share in countries in which agriculture makes a small contribution to total 
output to be smaller than in countries in which agriculture makes a large contribution. In the case of 
Nigeria, the agricultural sector makes up a significant share of the overall economy. Between 2001 and 
2005, agricultural GDP expressed as a share of total GDP fluctuated between 20 and 35 percent. When 
the oil sector is excluded, the share of agriculture in the nonoil economy rises to more than 50 percent. 
Since the government has set as an important policy priority diversification of the economy away from 
oil, agriculture takes on a level of importance that far exceeds its share in total GDP.  

So with this in mind, how has agricultural spending measured up? Expressed as a proportion of 
agricultural GDP, agricultural spending in Nigeria has varied considerably since the 1980s, ranging 
between 1 percent and 10 percent and spiking sharply on two occasions, once in the mid-1980s and then 
again in 2001. When agricultural spending is normalized by the size of the sector, the level of spending in 
Nigeria is again exceptionally low, not only compared with countries in other developing regions, but 
even within the poorly performing Sub-Saharan African countries. In 2000, Nigeria’s spending as a share 
of agricultural output was only a fraction of the share in Latin America and Asia, and it was also lower 
than in all but two of the African countries for which data were available. 

Is public underinvestment in agriculture happening at every level of government? Comparing 
spending patterns across the three tiers of government (federal, state, LGA), it is noteworthy that the share 
of agricultural spending increases with the level of decentralization. The expenditure share of agriculture 
is somewhat higher at the state level than at the federal level, and it is higher at the LGA level than at the 
state level. This is not surprising, since the list of expenditure assignments for which subnational 
governments have responsibility is relatively limited compared with the broader set of assignments for 
which the federal government holds responsibility. The LGA-level case studies carried out for this study 
revealed, however, that local government spending in agriculture varies considerably between 
jurisdictions. 

How does public spending in agriculture compare with public spending in other sectors? When 
public spending in agriculture in Nigeria is benchmarked relative to public spending on other sectors (as 
was done for this study using an indicator that takes into account both the level of expenditure in each 
sector, as well as the contribution of that sector to total output), the value of the indicator for agriculture is 
lower than the values for all the other sectors (i.e., industry, construction, trade, and services). 

What would be an appropriate level of public spending in agriculture in Nigeria? Determining the 
“optimal” amount of spending in agriculture would require a technically sophisticated analysis of the 
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returns to public spending in agriculture vis-à-vis the returns in other sectors, something that is beyond 
the scope of this study. At the same time, the critical contribution made by agricultural development to 
growth and poverty reduction has been comprehensively documented through a large body of empirical 
work, especially in countries such as Nigeria in which a large segment of the population relies directly on 
agriculture and in which a disproportionate share of the poor are among this population (for a recent 
summary, see World Bank 2007b). Mindful of the powerful relationship between agricultural 
development on the one hand and growth and poverty reduction on the other, African leaders met in 
Maputo in 2003 and pledged to allocate at least 10 percent of public expenditures to agriculture. While 
the 10 percent target endorsed in Maputo may not be “optimal” for every country, it nonetheless serves as 
a convenient reminder that in Nigeria public resource allocation to agriculture is exceptionally low by 
international standards.  

Publicly Supported Agricultural Interventions Have had Variable but Generally Positive 
Impacts 
Has public spending in agriculture in Nigeria generated attractive returns? This question is extremely 
difficult to answer, because relatively little rigorous work has been done in Nigeria to assess the impacts 
of agricultural programs and projects. As part of this research project, a review was carried out of the 
literature on impacts of public interventions in agriculture in Nigeria (Taiwo 2007). The literature review 
revealed that publicly supported agricultural interventions in Nigeria have had variable but generally 
positive impacts. The literature review also identified a range of interventions that are most likely to bear 
fruit in terms of agricultural growth and rural welfare, if future investment in those areas were to be 
increased.  

Key findings of the literature review included these:  
• The Agricultural Development Projects (ADPs) have been the main vehicle for public 

investment in agriculture in Nigeria during the past 25 years.  
• The most successful components of the ADPs have been the irrigation-focused fadama 

development projects.  
• The infrastructure components of the ADPs have in many cases met their initial targets, but 

serious maintenance problems have often emerged.  
• In contrast with the state government–managed ADPs, federal government–managed 

agricultural programs have been largely ineffective. They have tended to be short-lived, and 
many have failed to achieve their main objectives. The performance of federal agricultural 
programs has been constrained by a range of factors, including inadequate commitment, lack 
of continuity, and neglect of monitoring and evaluation activities.  

• Both the ADPs and many federal government–managed agricultural programs have tended to 
suffer from a top-down approach to program design.  

• Large-scale irrigation projects have not been as successful as small-scale irrigation schemes. 
The relative lack of success of large-scale irrigation projects can be attributed to a top-down 
approach to project design and a lack of attention to local context.  

• Adoption of improved crop varieties has been generally high. However, adoption of other 
inputs has been relatively modest.  

• Adoption of packages of inputs (e.g., seeds of improved varieties and associated improved 
crop management practices based on the use of fertilizer and crop chemicals) has been 
disappointing. Most farmers have taken an incremental, gradualist approach, choosing a few 
elements from a complete technology package.  
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Agricultural Spending is Broadly Aligned with Policies, but Important Discrepancies 
Exist 
How well is public spending in agriculture in Nigeria aligned with the government’s agricultural policy 
priorities? Broadly speaking, agricultural spending has followed government agricultural policies, at least 
during periods where comparisons are possible. For example, the federal government’s expressed 
priorities with regard to implementing the Presidential Initiatives on agriculture, developing a national 
grain reserve system, expanding input supply, and stabilizing output prices through a buyer-of-last-resort 
mechanism all have been reflected in the pattern of public spending in the agricultural sector 

Yet despite the broad general alignment between agricultural spending and policy priorities, there 
have been important discrepancies—cases in which expenditure patterns have seemed inconsistent with 
the achievement of policy goals. Federal spending has been heavily concentrated in just a few areas. 
Among the 179 spending items listed in the capital account, three spending items account for more than 
81 percent of total spending: (i) procurement and distribution of fertilizer (43 percent of expenditure);  
(ii) the food security component of the National Special Program for Food Security (22 percent of 
expenditure); and (iii) buyer-of-last-resort grain purchases (16 percent of expenditure). Government 
purchasing of agricultural inputs and outputs has made up nearly 60 percent of total capital spending.  

NAP and NEEDS both articulate the need for strengthening input supply systems and for 
stabilizing output prices, so procurement and distribution of fertilizer and supporting the food security 
component of NSPFS (items i and ii above) could be considered cases where government spending is 
well aligned with policy. However, a closer examination of the programs supported with this spending 
casts doubt on the extent to which the policy priorities are being achieved. With regard to the expressed 
policy goal of strengthening input supply systems, government policy documents and strategy papers 
stress that this effort should be led by the private sector. Yet analysis of the public expenditure record 
shows that statements of policy intentions are not borne out by reality. Federal, state, and local 
government agencies all play an active—in fact, dominant—role in supplying and distributing inputs, 
especially fertilizer. With regard to the expressed policy goal of improving food security, NEEDS states 
that government will promote marketing companies and create “alternative markets” to safeguard food 
supplies and stabilize food prices through a buyer-of-last-resort mechanism. The Federal Ministry of 
Agriculture has established marketing companies for various commodity groups, but the level of support 
provided to those companies is minuscule relative to the cost of direct grain purchases. In this sense, the 
approach being supported through expenditures of public funds to improve food security differs 
significantly from the approach described in policy documents. 

Much of the spending undertaken by the Nigerian government seems broadly congruent with 
national policy objectives, but it is important also to think about the spending that is not undertaken. What 
is striking about the government’s investment portfolio is that a number of activities that normally would 
be considered vital for promoting agricultural productivity gains leading to pro-poor growth are funded at 
very low levels or not at all. Those include basic and applied agricultural research, agricultural extension 
and capacity building, agricultural finance, irrigation development, and agribusiness development. 
International experience suggests that those are all areas in which government has an important role to 
play, yet in Nigeria they seem largely neglected.  

In this context, it is interesting to consider the composition of public spending in Nigeria and to 
ask how it compares with the composition in other countries. Figure 14 shows the composition of public 
spending in agriculture in Uganda. Uganda makes an interesting comparator, because even though its rate 
of agricultural GDP growth has lagged behind Nigeria’s rate of agricultural GDP growth, Uganda has 
seen a pronounced reduction in rural poverty, suggesting that agricultural interventions have been more 
pro-poor than in Nigeria. In Uganda, public resources are being used to support the provision of many 
public goods and services that in Nigeria receive relatively little public funding, including agricultural 
research, agricultural advisory services (extension), pest and disease control, provision of improved 
planting materials and improved livestock breeds, water and soil management, policy, and planning. 
Notably absent from the Ugandan allocations are the categories of spending that account for 81 percent of 
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public spending in Nigeria—that is, input subsidies, food grain reserves, and food security. While no 
claim is made here that the composition of spending in Uganda is somehow “ideal,” the comparison is 
nonetheless instructive because of the large differences that emerge. 

 

Figure 14. Composition of agricultural spending in Uganda, 2005–2006 

 
Source: Smith et al. (2007).  

 

The Pattern of Public Spending in Agriculture Raises Doubts about the Quality of 
Spending 
What has been the quality of public spending in agriculture in Nigeria? Careful examination of the pattern 
of public spending raises questions as to whether the allocation of resources in Nigeria is based on 
objective empirical criteria. For example, in the case of the Presidential Initiatives, it is surprising that 
budgetary provisions for the various commodities are virtually identical. It is difficult to imagine that 
rigorous analysis of the resource requirements needed to promote increased production of commodities as 
dissimilar as cereals, roots and tubers, tree crops, and oilseeds would lead to the allocation of the same 
amount of resources to each. The Presidential Initiatives target very different commodities. Those 
commodities face different research challenges, require different production inputs, and demand different 
postharvest processing technologies. The fact that all of the commodities received basically the same 
amount of budget and the same amount of funding suggests that the needs assessment and costing for the 
Presidential Initiatives may have been inadequate. 

Additional questions about the quality of public spending in agriculture in Nigeria are raised by 
the extremely high proportion of funding that goes to support input subsidies and grain market 
stabilization. It is certainly fair to ask what is the opportunity cost of these investments. At a time when 
nearly 60 percent of public spending on agriculture was going to pay for input subsidies and output 
purchases, very little investment was being made in a number of public goods and services that 
traditionally are viewed as leading candidates for government support, including agricultural research, 
agricultural extension, and rural infrastructure including transport, energy, and irrigation.  
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Alternative Subsidy Schemes Should Be Explored 
How pro-poor is public spending on agriculture inputs in Nigeria? In the absence of rigorous impact 
assessment studies, it is not possible to identify which groups in the population have benefited most from 
government-financed fertilizer subsidies. Studies carried out in many other countries on the incidence of 
fertilizer subsidies have consistently shown that a significant amount of subsidized fertilizer almost 
always goes to relatively wealthy commercial farmers or farmers with political connections (see Morris et 
al. 2007). Global experience thus indicates that in practice it is very difficult to target fertilizer subsidies 
to the poor.  

This is not to say that fertilizer subsidies should never be used. Although the long-term objective 
of policymakers must be to support the emergence of viable private sector–led fertilizer markets, 
subsidies may be justifiable on a temporary basis to help overcome market failures. If they are used, 
however, it should be in ways that encourage the efficient uptake of fertilizer as part of an integrated 
package of improved crop production technologies. Fertilizer promotion programs therefore must be 
comprehensive and multifaceted, including not only measures to improve the supply of fertilizer but also 
measures to strengthen demand for fertilizer. For that reason, building fertilizer markets must go hand in 
hand with building output markets and linking farmers to those markets. 

When used as part of a broader strategy to address the binding constraints on supply and demand, 
well-designed fertilizer subsidies can play a useful role. But fertilizer subsidies should always be “market 
smart,” so that they contribute to the development of viable and competitive private sector–led fertilizer 
markets. They should be targeted at poor farmers to encourage incremental use of fertilizer by those who 
would otherwise not use it; otherwise commercial sales will be displaced. They should not distort relative 
prices of different inputs so as to encourage economically inefficient use. And they should always be 
temporary, introduced for a limited period, with a clear schedule for phasing out when they have achieved 
their purpose.  

Analysis of Public Spending is Complicated by the Preponderance of Off-Budget Funds 
To what extent is public spending in agriculture in Nigeria fully captured in official budget records? Two 
important categories of funding presented an important and unmet challenge for this study. The first 
category consisted of “off-budget” expenditures, and the second category consisted of donor-supplied 
funds. Those two categories of funding overlap extensively, because a substantial amount of external aid 
is typically not captured in government accounts and therefore remains off-budget. Reliable data on the 
two categories of funding proved extremely difficult to obtain, both at the level of individual ministries 
and agencies within the sector, and also from the central ministries. With regard to donor funds, 
especially extra-budgetary funds, the donor community bears partial responsibility for the lack of 
consolidated information. Any donor harmonization effort should at the very least seek to document the 
totality of external assistance to agriculture, disaggregated by aid that passes through government 
accounts versus aid that remains outside of the budget.  

The Problem of Poor Budget Execution is not Specific to the Agricultural Sector 
To what extent are budgets for agriculture in Nigeria reflected in actual expenditures? Across all three 
tiers of government, the level of budget execution in agriculture is very low. At the federal level, between 
2001 and 2005 the level of budget execution for agricultural expenditures averaged 79 percent, and in the 
three case study states and the three case study LGAs it was even lower. The level of budget execution 
was thus far below the PEFA best-practice standard of no more than 3 percent difference between budget 
and actual expenditures. This is a major concern, because government ministries and agencies are able to 
plan and carry out effective agricultural programs and activities only if approved budgets provide a good 
indication of the resources that actually become available for allocation. For that reason, the predictability 
of the budget is a critical factor for effective provision of agricultural services and infrastructure. 
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Low levels of budget execution are not peculiar to the agricultural sector. The level of budget 
execution at the aggregate level (i.e., across all sectors) was found to be similar to the level of budget 
execution observed within the agricultural sector. That suggests that the problem of significant divergence 
between budgets and actual expenditure is a general problem affecting all sectors.  

In Nigeria as in many other countries, the unpredictability of spending derives mainly from the 
unpredictability and instability of capital outlays, rather than the unpredictability and instability of 
recurrent expenditures. That is not entirely surprising because recurrent expenditures consist mostly of 
personnel expenditures, which tend to be stably and reliably funded. In contrast, capital expenditures tend 
to be funded from individual development projects, which are usually quite variable. The discrepancy 
between the budget and actual spending in the capital account is also a legacy of the capital investment 
bias in the budget process, which was particularly pronounced in Nigeria until quite recently. That bias 
created strong incentives within the system to introduce inflated and unaffordable capital estimates into 
the appropriations bill, which made it relatively easy for ministries to initiate new investment projects but 
relatively difficult to complete older investment projects.  

The persistent large discrepancies between budget approvals and actual expenditures have posed 
difficulties for agricultural policy planners in Nigeria. Instability and unpredictability of funding in the 
capital budget has forced agricultural policy planners and program administrators to change course 
frequently and reprioritize spending. The lack of any consistency of even the shortfall in releases relative 
to the budget has only enhanced the challenge to planning. Since the root cause of poor budget 
performance in agriculture extends beyond the sector and can be traced back to broader public finance 
management processes compounded by political economy issues, the problem of budget execution needs 
to be addressed at the aggregate level. The World Bank (2007a) discusses in detail measures that are or 
could be undertaken in this regard. 

Information about the Functional Areas of Public Expenditure in Agriculture is Lacking 
How adequate is the information based on public expenditure in agriculture in Nigeria, and to what extent 
do the available data allow detailed analysis of public expenditure performance? At all three levels of 
government (federal, state, local), the budget classification system is not structured along functional lines. 
Published budget reports therefore do not allow for a straightforward assessment of the level of resource 
allocation to agriculture’s core functions (e.g., research, extension, and input supply). Rather, accounts are 
structured first in terms of two base economic categories: capital investment and recurrent expenditures. 
Capital investments are broken down first by subsector (e.g., livestock, crops, fisheries) and/or by 
department or administrative unit, and second along programmatic lines (e.g., projects and activities). 
Recurrent expenditures are then further subdivided along economic classification (e.g., salaries, benefits, 
operating costs). 

When spending data are reported in this way, even if budget accounts are detailed and complete, 
it is very difficult to reclassify expenditures along functional lines. Information about functional 
allocation of resources is useful not only to monitor the progress and evaluate the performance of existing 
programs, but also for policy-planning purposes. At every level of government, there is a need to commit 
more effort to organizing, recording, and reporting public-spending information in a way that makes 
transparent the functional allocation of public resources. This is likely to be labor intensive and time 
consuming, especially since commitments of funds are usually made in terms of projects and programs, 
which typically encompass spending on multiple functions. Core incentives will likely be necessary to 
ensure that the additional resources are provided to ensure that expenditure data are reported in ways that 
permit functional categorization.  
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Poor Data Quality and Availability Hinder Policy Analysis, Program Planning, and Impact 
Assessment 
To what extent do the available data on agricultural spending facilitate policy planning, program planning 
and implementation, and impact assessment? One of the most significant findings relates to the 
astonishingly poor state of the systems for recording, verifying, and reporting public expenditure data. At 
the federal level, data on public spending in agriculture were not available in the Department of Finance 
and Accounts. The data consequently had to be compiled by the Department for Planning, Research, and 
Statistics from approximately one dozen technical departments. Even after 10 months of repeated 
requests, two core technical departments (Agricultural Research and Cooperatives) were unable to 
provide any expenditure data, so the database on federal spending remains incomplete. In cases where 
data on public spending were available, often the quality was questionable. Most of the expenditure data 
provided by the Federal Ministry of Agriculture could not be reconciled with the expenditure data 
available from the central ministry for budgets (Office of the Accountant General of the 
Federation/Budget Office of the Federation). The discrepancy was puzzling, because OAGF compiles its 
data on agriculture expenditures on the basis of transcripts received from the Federal Ministry of 
Agriculture’s Department of Finance and Accounts. The research team was not able to cross-check the 
Department of Finance and Accounts’ transcripts with the OAGF data, since the Department was unable 
to provide those transcripts. The discrepancies between the data obtained from the individual line 
departments in the Federal Ministry of Agriculture on the one hand and from OAGF on the other hand 
were often significant; in some instances the two sets of numbers differed by more than 50 percent.  

There is a Need for Improvement of Public Expenditure Tracking Systems 
The difficulties faced by the research team in assembling public expenditure data made clear that 
consolidated and up-to-date expenditure data are not readily available within the Ministry of Agriculture, 
not even for its own use. And if the Federal Ministry of Agriculture does make use of this information, it 
is hard to see how authorities can undertake empirically based policy analysis, program planning, and 
impact assessment. The lack of reliable data and information not only prevents ministry officials from 
tracking and monitoring spending; an additional undesirable consequence is that when so little 
information is publicly available, government accountability is easily undermined, and the risk of 
corruption increases. Clearly there is an urgent need to improve internal systems for tracking, recording, 
and disseminating information about public spending in the agriculture sector. 

There is a Need for Clarification of the Roles of the Three Tiers of Government in 
Agricultural Services Delivery 
With its federal system of government, Nigeria faces the same challenge other countries with 
decentralized and federal systems face—namely, defining the roles and responsibilities of each tier of 
government with respect to provision of public goods and services. The New Agricultural Policy Thrust 
attempted to address this problem by specifying areas in which each tier of government is expected to 
take the lead, but important areas of vagueness remain. In particular, NAP is short on implementation 
detail. It does not specify how responsibilities for particular activities are to be allocated across tiers (e.g., 
research, extension, input supply), and it does not always indicate where the authority resides for 
coordination functions (e.g., standard setting, financing, provision, etc.). Often two or more tiers of 
government are mandated to engage in the same activity, and often two or more tiers of government are 
assigned authority over the same activity. In these cases, there is a need to specify measures to enhance 
coordination between the tiers of government, strengthen incentives for each tier to allocate an 
appropriate level of resources, and mitigate free-riding. Clarifying the roles and responsibilities of each 
tier of government is important given the long history in Nigeria—recognized in NAP—of overlaps and 
gaps in agricultural interventions and the concomitant reduced efficiency and effectiveness of public 
investments and service delivery in the sector. 
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The distribution of responsibilities among federal, state, and local governments should be guided 
by four key principles. These principles, although not the only relevant ones, provide a useful set of 
criteria for deciding the roles that the federal, state, and local governments should undertake.  

(1) Subsidiarity. Responsibilities should be assigned to the lowest level of government that can 
effectively carry out the function.  

(2) Internalization of externalities. Responsibilities should be assigned so that externalities are 
internalized to the greatest extent possible. 

(3) Economies of scale. Responsibilities should be assigned to the level of government at which 
they can be carried out at a scale that is economically efficient. If economies of scale in the 
provision of a service are pronounced, the service should be provided by a higher tier of 
government. 

(4) Expertise and capacity. Responsibilities should be assigned taking into account the 
potentially differential levels of technical expertise and capacity of different tiers to carry out 
a function.  

The allocation of responsibilities described under NAP is consistent with certain aspects of this 
framework. For example, NAP very sensibly assigns responsibility for the regulation and promotion of 
international agricultural trade exclusively to the federal government, and it assigns responsibility for 
interfacing with cooperatives and community-based organizations to local governments.  

Role assignments for some other functions need to be seriously reconsidered, however. For 
example, it would seem logical to at least partially decentralize responsibility for agricultural research to 
the states, given that states can tap into their local knowledge about agricultural conditions in their locally 
specific agro-ecological contexts. 

In still other areas, what is needed is more clarity in the division of shared responsibilities. For 
example, regarding extension, NAP indicates that the states should play a leading role in providing 
extension services, with support from and in coordination with local governments. Decentralization can 
be justified in this case because extension services tend to be most effective when they are location 
specific, and also because they generate few spillover benefits affecting other jurisdictions. While NAP 
rightly assigns responsibility for extension to the state and local governments, it is unclear about where 
the responsibility of the states ends and where the responsibility of the local governments begins.  

For any given area of activity, government can engage in various ways. Forms of intervention 
include public financing, policy formulation, standard setting, and so on. Although specific modes of 
intervention should be detailed in the national agricultural policy, generally speaking the federal 
government should be responsible for mapping broad policy directions and providing technical assistance 
to the states, while the states and local governments should be responsible for implementation. The 
federal government should also play a leading role in setting, monitoring, and enforcing quality standards, 
for example, regarding agricultural inputs and commodities. With regard to financing, the federal 
government should support activities that are directly implemented by federal agencies, but it should also 
support (e.g., through co-financing arrangements) selected activities that are implemented by subnational 
governments. This especially includes activities that are critical to the achievement of national 
agricultural policy goals, in instances where the fiscal capacity of subnational governments is weak. 
Programs such as the Presidential Initiatives offer opportunities for joint implementation, as federal 
financing and coordination can go hand in hand with state and local implementation.  

The success of this proposed framework for allocating responsibilities in agriculture will of 
course depend on the quality of the governance arrangements relating to the various dimensions of 
decentralization—fiscal, political, and administrative. The budget system in Nigeria has been significantly 
decentralized in recent years, and since 1999 state and local budgets have grown more rapidly than the 
federal budget. While that is a positive development, the decentralization process continues to be plagued 
by several problems: 
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(1) Public accountability remains weak, especially for budget decisions taking place at 
subnational levels. Decentralization of service delivery results in improved performance only 
when service providers are accountable downward (i.e., only when they are accountable to 
their clients). Only when clients are empowered and have the ability to retain or replace local 
leaders can decentralization deliver real benefits. When there is limited accountability, the 
efficiency of public spending is greatly undermined. 

(2) Administrative capacity in subnational governments remains weak. In agriculture as in other 
sectors, the effectiveness of lower-tier service provision depends in part on the extent to 
which local decision making and planning for interventions can be backed up by the needed 
administrative machinery. A challenge for Nigeria is the legacy of corruption in 
administration. That legacy is beginning to be tackled, but corruption remains very real at all 
three tiers of government, and it continues to undermine the efficiency and effectiveness of 
service delivery in agriculture along with other sectors. 

(3) Budget autonomy is not always ensured. Unless there is autonomy over budgets, especially 
where the intergovernmental transfers tend to overwhelm internally generated revenues, the 
benefits arising from subnational governments being able to tap into local knowledge about 
needs in their jurisdiction may be undermined.  

There is a Need for Applied Research on Priority Issues 
The study has identified three areas in which applied research is needed to address critical knowledge 
gaps. 

Fertilizers: An analytical study focusing on public support to fertilizer in Nigeria is needed. The 
total amount of government expenditure that goes to support fertilizer initiatives is difficult to estimate. In 
part that is because fertilizer promotion schemes receive support at the federal, state, and local levels, and 
in part it is because an unknown portion of the cost of fertilizer promotion schemes is presumably 
recovered through sales. What is clear, however, is that spending on fertilizer programs makes up a 
sizable portion of overall agricultural spending in Nigeria. Yet very little is known about the impact of 
such spending. To what extent have government-supported fertilizer programs increased overall use of 
fertilizer? What has been the impact of increased fertilizer use in terms of productivity increases, income 
growth, and poverty reduction? Is promoting fertilizer the most efficient way to pursue those policy 
goals? What crops have benefited from fertilizer programs, and who grows those crops? To the extent that 
fertilizer sales have been subsidized, who has benefited from the subsidies? Has subsidized fertilizer 
crowded out private sales, and has that discouraged the emergence of a private sector–led input 
distribution system? Answers to these questions are urgently needed to improve policy planning and 
allow more informed decision making about the desirable size and implementation modalities of 
government-supported fertilizer promotion programs. 

Food security: There is a need for an analytical study focusing on the economics of the National 
Special Program for Food Security. The total cost of NSPFS II is estimated at 48.0 billion naira (US$364 
million), 60 percent of which is expected to come from the government’s annual budget provision to the 
sector. The government hopes to raise the remaining 40 percent from donors. Detailed financial 
information about NSPFS is not publicly available, however, making it difficult to assess whether the 
considerable investment in NSPFS I generated attractive returns or whether NSPFS II merits support as 
currently designed. Anecdotal evidence suggests that NSPFS’s performance has been mixed. Some pilot 
projects have clearly been successful, but others have failed to live up to expectations. A rigorous external 
evaluation is needed to assess the performance of NPSFS and generate information that could be used to 
make design adjustments. The external evaluation should focus especially on two aspects of NSPFS: the 
choice of activities and the choice of sites.  

Strategic grain reserve: There is a need for an analytical study focusing on the economics of the 
government’s strategic grain reserve program. To date, only a small portion of the national grain storage 
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system has been constructed, but if the entire network is completed as planned, the cost will be enormous. 
Is an investment on this order of magnitude desirable? Less than half of the installed storage capacity is 
being used, and supporting even the current modest level of grain-marketing activities is consuming 
significant amounts of public resources. What has been the impact of these investments? Have the 
activities of the National Strategic Food Reserve succeeded in damping commodities prices? If so, what 
have been the benefits of reduced price variability? Have producers benefited appreciably by receiving 
higher prices for their production? Have consumers benefited by paying lower prices for food? Answers 
to these questions are urgently needed to improve policy planning and allow more informed decision 
making about the desirable size and implementation modalities of food price stabilization programs. 

This study has found that public spending in agriculture is very low in Nigeria, but it is difficult 
to argue forcefully and without qualification that more resources should be allocated to the sector, 
especially if the current pattern of agricultural public spending were to remain unchanged. Despite a 
wealth of evidence from other developing countries showing that most governments devote too few 
resources to agriculture, the incomplete coverage and generally poor quality of the data on agricultural 
spending in Nigeria makes even basic analysis of the returns to agricultural public spending difficult. And 
without knowing the impact of current spending, it is difficult to make a strong case that the first priority 
of the federal and state ministries of agriculture should be to increase the overall amount of spending. 
Particularly in the short to medium run, the best opportunities for increasing the impact of public 
investment in the sector may lie in exploiting opportunities to improve the quality of spending, by either 
changing the composition of current spending or improving the efficiency of existing programs and 
projects, or both. Improving the quality of public spending in agriculture could potentially deliver greater 
benefits than could be achieved by simply increasing the amount of public spending while maintaining 
the current composition and efficiency levels. 
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APPENDIX A. DATA CHALLENGES 

The researchers encountered a number of challenges in attempting to compile information about public 
spending. Understanding those challenges is important, because the results and findings of the study need 
to be interpreted taking into account the tenuous nature of the data.  

Two main challenges regarding the data should be recognized. First, despite concerted efforts, the 
researchers could not obtain a complete and detailed breakdown of agricultural expenditure by the Federal 
Ministry of Agriculture. This was particularly frustrating given that the leadership of the ministry strongly 
endorsed the research project and pledged full support for the study. Responsibility for assembling 
federal-level data was assigned to the ministry’s Department of Research, Planning, and Statistics, which 
directed every department of the ministry to prepare and submit transcripts of its expenditures for each 
year covered by the study. This approach yielded mixed results, not least because of difficulties 
experienced by the departments in adhering to timelines, problems of coordination, and quality control. 
The labored and piecemeal process through which data were elicited from the various departments raises 
doubts about comprehensiveness and consistency of the data received. 

Second, expenditure data provided by the Federal Ministry of Agriculture did not correspond with 
aggregated expenditure data available from the Office of the Accountant General of the Federation (Table 
A.1). The discrepancy is puzzling, because the OAGF database is ostensibly prepared based on transcripts 
provided by the Ministry of Agriculture. Nevertheless, comparison of the two databases revealed major 
differences with regard to both budget and actual spending. On average, this difference amounted to more 
than 54 percent of actual total spending on agriculture. 

Why could the Federal Ministry of Agriculture not provide recurrent spending information in an 
appropriately disaggregated manner? Three possible explanations present themselves:  

(1) First, the current practice throughout the federal government is to centralize personnel and 
overhead spending in the line ministry and to account for it in that way. Each line ministry as 
a whole has a self-accounting status, but individual departments do not. Accordingly, the 
Federal Ministry of Agriculture has a single Finance and Accounting Department that 
performs accounting functions. This department payrolls all staff and accounts for all other 
recurrent spending costs. Since the technical departments do not have independent accounting 
functions, they are not obligated to keep or produce statements on recurrent costs. In principle 
it would be possible to design the account books maintained by the finance department to 
record information by department, but that is not being done at present.  

(2) Second, the failure to include operating costs as a component of recurrent spending prevents 
spending departments from providing complete information about recurrent spending. 
Throughout the Nigerian public service, recurrent costs are defined as including personnel 
costs and overheads, but not operating expenses. The definition of overheads appears to 
include expenses incurred in maintaining an office but not the costs incurred in performing 
the functions or purposes of that office. The overhead costs that are included typically consist 
of such items as stationery, maintenance of furniture and vehicles, and so on that do not 
always have a direct link to the quality of frontline service delivery.  

(3) Third, many recurrent costs (in particular, operational costs) are misclassified or wrongly 
classified as capital spending (this problem goes beyond the agriculture sector). Over time in 
Nigeria, officials have come to appreciate the lack of control they have over much recurrent 
spending and the relatively greater influence they exercise over capital spending. Once 
departments are able to “push” an item through the budget as a capital spending item, then 
assuming the funding is approved, they can effectively control disbursement. This leads to 
widespread deliberate misclassification of recurrent spending items as capital items. For 
example, the federal budget typically includes such items as funding for workshops, 
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provisions for monitoring and evaluation, and training of extension workers. Those items are 
usually recorded as capital spending, and not as operating/overhead costs, as they ought to be.  

An obvious lesson emerging from undertaking this study is that data management and reporting 
systems in Nigeria’s agricultural sector are very weak at all levels of government. Clearly they merit 
urgent attention, because policy analysis, program design, and project implementation are considerably 
complicated when there is no good knowledge base about how resources are allocated in the sector. 
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Table A.1. Discrepancies between OAGF/BOF and FMAWR expenditure data (million naira) 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Average  

  Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 

Total spending:             

Ministry data 8,483 2,617 8,868 4,945 11,607 6,845 10,469 6,975 8,673 4,649 9,620 5,206 

OAGF/BOF data 17,575 15,916 16,509 9,521 14,908 8,917 12,725 10,768 11,516 11,847 14,646 11,394 

Unexplained 
discrepancy −9,091 −13,299 −7,641 −4,576 −3,300 −2,071 −2,256 −3,793 −2,843 −7,199 −5,026 −6,188 

Discrepancy as % of 
OAGF/BOF −51.7% −83.6% −46.3% −48.1% −22.1% −23.2% −17.7% −35.2% −24.7% −60.8% −34.3% −54.3% 

Capital spending:             

Ministry data 6,254 388 6,536 2,613 9,479 4,717 7,776 4,282 6,394 2,370 7,288 2,874 

OAGF/BOF data 10,595 8,651 11,085 4,097 9,105 3,598 7,072 5,114 5,467 4,284 8,665 5,149 

Unexplained 
discrepancy −4,342 −8,263 −4549 −1,484 374 1,119 705 −833 927 −1,914 −1,377 −2,275 

Discrepancy as % of 
OAGF/BOF −41.0% −95.5% −41.0% −36.2% 4.1% 31.1% 10.0% −16.3% 17.0% −44.7% −15.9% −44.2% 

Recurrent spending:             

Ministry data 2,230 2,230 2,331 2,331 2,128 2,128 2,693 2,693 2,279 2,279 2,332 2,332 

OAGF/BOF data 6,980 7,266 5,424 5,423 5,802 5,319 5,653 5,653 6,049 7,564 5,982 6,245 

Unexplained 
discrepancy −4,750 −5,036 −3,092 −3,092 −3,674 −3,191 −2,961 −2,961 −3,770 −5,285 −3,649 −3,913 

Discrepancy as % of 
OAGF/BOF −68.1% −69.3% −57.0% −57.0% −63.3% −60.0% −52.4% −52.4% −62.3% −69.9% −61.0% −62.7% 
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APPENDIX B. DONOR SUPPORT TO AGRICULTURE IN NIGERIA 

Table B.1. Donor support to agriculture, food security, land tenure, and water management programs 
Program Description/duration Location(s) Total allocation 
Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) 

Agricultural Policy Support Facility 
(APSF) (implemented by IFPRI) 

APSF engages in a program of research, capacity building, and outreach with a 
broad range of agricultural sector stakeholders (FMAWR is the primary partner) to 
strengthen evidence-based policymaking in the areas of rural and agricultural 
development for improved related sectoral policies and strategies. It also 
contributes to the development and implementation of a monitoring and evaluation 
system to assess progress toward achieving the national development objectives. 
(July 2005–June 2009) 

Federal $3,000,000 (CDN) 
366,150,000 naira 

Promoting Sustainable Agriculture 
in Borno State (implemented by 
IITA) 

The project focuses on improving sustainable agricultural production in south and 
central Borno State through the transfer of improved agricultural technologies and 
management practices, improved market access, a more enabling policy 
environment, and enhanced capacity of agricultural stakeholders. (April 2004–Oct. 
2008) 

Borno State $7,250,000 (CDN) 
884,862,500 naira 

Africa Stockpiles Program— 
Nigeria (ASP) (implemented by the 
Federal Ministry of Environment 
with oversight by the World Bank) 

ASP is an outcome of Nigeria’s ratification of the Stockholm Convention on 
Persistent Organic Pollutants. It produce a detailed pesticide inventory and a 
country environment social assessment, including an environmental management 
plan, provide basic emergency containment of obsolete pesticide stocks, and put in 
place mechanisms to prevent future buildup. ASP will strengthen Nigeria’s 
capacity to undertake laboratory, pesticide-related analysis; manage international 
projects; and train retailers and civil society in pesticide management. (2005–2008) 

Federal $3,000,000 (CDN) 
366,150,000 naira 

Nigeria Agriculture Public 
Expenditure Review (NAGPER) 
(conducted by IFPRI in 
collaboration with DFID and the 
World Bank) 

NAGPER seeks to (i) generate knowledge about the size and composition of public 
expenditure for key agricultural programs and subsectors; (ii) assess fiscal and 
other policy processes that determine the size and composition of agricultural 
investment; and (iii) provide preliminary indicative information about the 
effectiveness of public investment in agriculture. (Sept. 2006–Jan. 2008)  

Federal; Cross River, 
Bauchi, and Kaduna 
states; and one local 
government in each 
state 

$35,000 (CDN) 
4,271,750 naira 

Competitive Commercial 
Agriculture in Africa (conducted by 
Nigerian consultant in collaboration 
with the World Bank) 

This study explores the feasibility of restoring competitiveness and growth in 
selected African countries by identifying key commodities or products, production 
systems, and marketing arrangements that have the potential to underpin a rapid 
development of competitive commercial agriculture. (Oct. 2006–Oct. 2008) 

Nationwide $30,000 (CDN) 
3,661,500 naira 
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Table B.1. Continued 
Program Description/duration Location(s) Total allocation 
Department for International Development (DFID)—DFID Program Matrix (Growth)—for interventions relating to (i) restructuring of the Ministry to improve effectiveness; (ii) 
food security (from seven-point agenda); (iii) registration of titles and other land tenure reforms (seven-point agenda); (iv) Niger Delta agriculture intervention (seven-point 
agenda); (v) Integrated Water Management Systems. 
Promoting Pro-Poor 
Opportunities through 
Commodity and Service Markets 
(PrOpCom) 

PrOpCom seeks to improve the livelihoods of the poor by facilitating the 
development of viable agricultural and service markets with special focus on rice 
and soy value chains. (Dec. 2004–Dec. 2010) 

Federal and Benue, 
Kaduna, Kano, and Ogun 
states 

£17.5 m 
4,375,000,000 naira 

Security, Justice, and Growth 
Program  

The growth component of this multicomponent program supports improvements in 
land administration and commercial/alternate dispute resolution mechanisms at state 
and federal levels. (Dec. 2002–Dec. 2008) 

Federal and Enugu, 
Kano, Kaduna, and 
Jigawa states 

£2.1 m  
525,000,000 naira (growth 
component only) 

Policy and Knowledge (PAK) 
Facility 

The PAK Facility seeks flexible funding for initiatives supporting improved policy 
analysis and dialogue on growth, incl. a poverty fund, Country Economic 
Memorandum, public expenditure management and financial accountability review 
(PEMFAR) (incl. PEMFAR for Ministry of Agric.). (Sept. 2003–April 2008) 

Federal £7.4 m 
1,850,000,000 naira 

Nigeria Infrastructure Advisory 
Facility (NIAF) 

NIAF strengthens capacity to plan, finance, operate, monitor, and maintain 
infrastructure services for power, water, and transport sectors. (Nov. 2007–Nov. 
2011) 

Federal and up to three 
states 

£13.5 m 
3,375,000,000 naira 

Reforms to Accelerate 
Investment in State Economies 
(RAISE) (currently under 
design) 

Based on the findings from DFID and World Bank group subnational investment 
climate surveys, RAISE will deliver technical assistance at the state and federal 
levels to (i) improve the legal and regulatory environment for investment (incl. land 
administration, commercial dispute resolution, business registration, and licensing) 
and (ii) support medium, small, and micro enterprises to enhance productivity in key 
value chains. (April 2008–April 2012) 

Cross River, Kaduna, 
Kano, and Lagos states 

TBC (est. £40–70 m) 
10,000,000,000– 
17,500,000,000 naira 

Public Service Reform Program 
Supporting reform to the public service including restructuring of ministries, 
departmnets and agencies and related institutional reforms to improve the efficiency 
and effectiveness of public service delivery. 

Federal ministries, 
Federal Capital Territory 
Administration 

 

Water and Environmental 
Sanitation Program (WES)  

Funded by DFID and implemented by UNICEF, WES aims to increase access to 
water and sanitation facilities in eight Nigerian states through direct provision of 
boreholes and latrines, by working with communities to improve hygiene practices, 
and by supporting LGAs and state governments to improve policy and systems. It 
also provides support to the federal government to develop national policies and 
strategies for rural water supply and sanitation. The program is scheduled to run for 
six years from Nov. 2002 to Nov. 2008. 

Federal and Jigawa, 
Zamfara, Borno, Benue, 
Ekiti, Kwara, Enugu, and 
Cross River states 

GB£15 m 
(US$24,388,685) 
3,750,000,000 naira 

Girls Education Project (GEP) 

GEP is also funded by DFID and implemented by UNICEF. As part of its activities 
to support girls’ education, GEP provides support for water and sanitation facilities 
in primary schools in six states, amounting to about 20 percent of the total project 
expenditure. The program is scheduled to run for three years from 2004 to Dec 2007. 

Federal and Jigawa, 
Bauchi, Borno, Niger, 
Sokoto, and Katsina 
states 

GB£26 m 
(US$45,124,543) 
6,500,000,000 naira, 
20 percent of which on 
water and sanitation 
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Table B.1. Continued 

Program Description/duration Location(s) Total allocation 

United States Aid for International Development (USAID) 

Cassava Enterprise 
Development Project 
(CEDP) 

CEDP aims to develop and strengthen the entire cassava value chain so that farmers and 
micro- and small- and medium-sized enterprises participate and generate greater incomes. 
CEDP distributes improved cassava varieties to address cassava mosaic disease and 
increase yields; it develops and deploys sustainable cassava-processing technologies that 
convert cassava to products that have identified markets. CEDP is jointly funded by 
USAID, Shell Petroleum Development Corporation, and IITA, with a total estimated cost 
of US$13.7 million of which USAID’s contribution is US$2.9 million. The program is 
scheduled to run for five years from August 2004 to August 2009. 

Abia, Akwa Ibom, 
Anambra, Bayelsa, Cross 
River, Delta, Ebonyi, 
Edo, and Enugu states 

US$13.7 million 
1,672,085,000 naira 

Restructured Economic 
Framework for Openness 
Reforms and 
Macroeconomic Stability  

This program aims to improve the policy environment and address major impediments to 
economic growth in Nigeria. Its components include (i) budgetary process and 
procurement oversight; (ii) capacity building for government of Nigeria institutions and 
civil society organizations involved in the policy process; and (iii) implementation of 
policy reforms in key sectors. The project will also seek to empower the private sector to 
become more commercially oriented and competitive, and to foster broader participation 
and transparency in the public sector. The program is scheduled to run for four years from 
July 2005 to July 2009. 

National; Kano, Ebonyi, 
Cross River, and Bayelsa 
states 

US$9.2 million 
1,122,860,080 naira 

Maximizing Agricultural 
Revenue and Key 
Enterprises in Targeted 
Sites 

This program improves technologies and management practices and strengthens market 
linkages and promotes responsiveness from farmers to demand-driven, competitive 
production. Program components include (i) supporting broad-based technology 
dissemination, developing small and medium agro-enterprises, building capacity for 
developing, and strengthening market linkages between producers, processors, and 
input/final product markets; (ii) improving equitable access to financial services for 
farmers and agro-businesses; (iii) increasing the competitiveness of traditional commodity 
sectors to meet a rapidly urbanizing domestic demand; and (iv) increasing local value 
addition, investment, job creation, and incomes. The program is scheduled to run for five 
years from June 2005 to June 2010. 

Selected states 
nationwide, served from 
zonal hubs in Kano, FCT, 
Abia, and Lagos 

US$25.1 million 
3,063,455,000 naira 

Famine Early Warning 
System Network 

This network will collect the strategic information necessary to monitor food security and 
production distribution trends. Program components include (i) examining desertification 
and agricultural practices in northern Nigeria; (ii) monthly publication of crop production, 
rainfall events, market prices, and cross-border trade; (iii) evaluating opportunities in the 
South for expanded livelihood options, to improve employment and food security; (iv) 
supporting decision-making mechanisms for food security and safety nets; and (v) 
monitoring “livelihood stress” based on food prices, levels of regional employment, 
household security, and quality of life in general to provide early warning of unrest and 
instability. The program is scheduled to run for three years from July 2006 to July 2009. 

National US$2 million 
244,100,000 naira 
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Table B.1. Continued 
Program Description/duration Location(s) Total allocation 

Budgetary Process 
and Debt 
Management (DMO) 

Support to DMO through a resident adviser aims at rationalizing and coordinating debt 
management functions between DMO, the Central Bank of Nigeria, the Federal Ministry of 
Finance, and the Office of the Accountant General of the Federation. Program components 
include (i) implement a long-range debt management plan that facilitates the government of 
Nigeria’s (GoN’s) program for economic reform, macroeconomic stability, and growth; (ii) 
build GoN/DMO’s capacity to develop a market-based means of public finance, through the 
issuance of government securities; (iii) re-engage debt management with the budget 
formulation and implementation process; and (iv) develop a domestic debt management 
organization capable of providing analytical tools and policy alternatives to GoN 
policymakers. 

National  US$2 million 
244,100,000 naira 

United Nations Food 
and Agriculture 
Organization (FAO) 

FAO aims at supporting the federal government of Nigeria’s (GoN’s) effort to control and 
eradicate highly pathogenic avian influenza (HPAI) and other serious epizootic diseases. 
Program components include (i) coordinate the response initiatives of GoN, the UN 
organizations, and the development partners to provide technical advice to ensure an effective 
and efficient response to the HPAI epidemic and other transboundary animal diseases (TADs) 
in Nigeria; (ii) improve GoN’s ability to control AI and other TADs through strengthening of 
existing early warning, early reaction facilities; and (iii) promote, help identify, and support 
applied research on issues that will help improve the technical tools, methods, and strategies 
available to decision makers in the country for combating HPAI and rehabilitating the poultry 
industry. The program is scheduled to run for three years from November 2006 to November 
2009. 

National and selected 
states 

US$1 million 
122,050,000 naira 

Integrated Water 
Management: Water 
and Development 
Alliance (WADA)  

WADA in Nigeria is a partnership between USAID, Coca Cola, the Global Environment and 
Technology Foundation, the USAID integrated health and education project COMPASS, the 
Women Farmers Advancement Network, and local governments and communities. 
USAID/Washington’s contribution of US$250,000 is being matched by US$250,000 from 
Coca Cola Corporate. WADA’s overall goal is to improve access to water, sanitation, and 
hygiene services in selected communities in six LGAs in Kano State. The project will reach 
35,000 to 50,000 beneficiaries by constructing water and sanitation facilities in community-
based facilities. Twenty-five to 30 communities will receive an integrated package of 
infrastructure components along with necessary training, capacity building, and sustainability 
efforts.  

Kano States US$500,000 
61,925,000 naira 

Development Credit 
Authority (DCA) 

DCA provides local financial institutions with security cover to extend credit and expand into 
new sectors. Banks thus invest in their capacity to lend into new and potentially profitable 
markets while increasing the credit available to high-potential sectors. The USAID program 
will leverage about US$100 million in private-sector funding to support underserved 
enterprises in both agricultural and nonagricultural sectors over the next five years. The 
number of businesses directly benefiting from the credit guarantees is expected to be around 
300, but the ripple effect is anticipated to assist 5,000 enterprises over the next five years, 
creating 200,000 new jobs. 

National; Lagos State, 
FCT 

US$3 million 
366,150,000 naira 
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Table B.1. Continued 

Program Description/duration Location(s) Total allocation 

European Union—Delegation of European Commission to Nigeria 

Small Towns Water 
Supply and 
Sanitation Program 

The program seeks to halve the proportion of urban dwellers living without safe drinking water 
and adequate sanitation by 2015 in three states (Millennium Development Goal no. 7). 
Implementing partner is GTZ. (Nov. 2003–Dec. 2008) 

Adamawa, Delta, and 
Ekiti states 

€15 million 

1,857,300,000 naira 

Water Supply and 
Sanitation Sector 
Reform Program 

The program seeks to halve the proportion of populations living without safe drinking water 
and adequate sanitation by 2015 in six focal states (Millennium Development Goal no. 7). The 
program also aims to enhance Nigeria’s capacity to deliver water and sanitation services, 
especially to the poor. Implementing partners are Louis Berger at the federal level, Mouchel 
Parkman and Rodeco in urban areas and small towns of the six focal states, and UNICEF in 
rural areas in the same states. (July 2005–July 2010) 

Anambra, Cross River, 
Jigawa, Kano, Osun, and 
Yobe states 

Total €119,63 million 
(EU contribution €87 
million) 

14,810,194,000 naira 

WaterAid UK and 
WaterAid Nigeria  

The goal is to assist WaterAid to contribute to increasing rural and urban access to safe water, 
adequate sanitation, and improved hygiene services in Nigeria. Implementing partner is 
WaterAid. (April 2004–March 2007) 

Bauchi and Plateau states 
(11 LGAs) 

€557,609 

69,031,994 naira 

ACP-EU Water Facility—Closing the Gap: Improving Water Supply and Sanitation Provision 
in Small Towns in Nigeria. Implementing partner is WaterAid. (Sept. 2007–Oct. 2011) Jigawa and Enugu states 

€2,925,062 

362,181,176.84 naira 

Cross River State 
Rural Water Supply 
and Sanitation 
Project 

The project seeks to improve the health of the rural poor population through reduction of 
water-borne and environmentally communicable diseases in four LGAs of Cross River State. 
Implementing partner is Concern Universal. (Dec. 2005–Dec. 2010) 

Cross River State 
(Obanliku, Bekwarra, 
Obubra, and Ikom LGAs) 

Total €949,702 

117,592,101.64 naira 

(EU contribution 
€712,276) 

Integrated Rural 
Water Supply and 
Sanitation Project in 
Cross River and 
Ebonyi states 

The project seeks to improve the health of the rural population through reduction of water-
borne and environmentally communicable diseases in four LGAs within Ebonyi and Cross 
River states. Implementing partner is Concern Universal. (July 2006–July 2009) 

Cross River State (Yala 
and Obubra LGAs) and 
Ebonyi State (Izzi and 
Ikwo LGAs) 

Total €655,583 

81,174,287.06 naira 

(EU contribution 
€491,583, or 

60,867,807.06) 

Micro Projects 
Program in Three 
States of the Niger 
Delta (MPP3) 
(Rivers, Bayelsa, and 
Delta states) 

MPP3 sought to improve living standards in some 800 poor settlements of the Niger Delta 
benefiting some 1.5 million people and thereby reducing social tensions in the area. 
Implementing partner was Louis Berger SA (Nov. 2001–Sept. 2006) 

Rivers, Bayelsa, and Delta 
states 

€21 million 

2,600,220,000 naira 
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Table B.1. Continued 

Program Description/duration Location(s) Total allocation 
Micro Projects Program in Six 
States of the Niger Delta 
(MPP6) (Abia, Akwa Ibom, 
Cross River, Edo, Imo, and 
Ondo states) 

MPP6 south to improve living standards in some 1,200 poor settlements of the Niger 
Delta, benefiting some 2.5 million people and reducing social tension in the area. 
Implementing partner was Agriconsulting SpA. (May 2003 – May 2008) 

Abia, Akwa Ibom, 
Bayelsa, Cross River, 
Edo, Imo, and Ondo 
states 

€42 million 
5,200,440,000 naira 
 

Micro Projects Program in Nine 
States of the Niger Delta 
(MPP9) (Abia, Akwa Ibom, 
Bayelsa, Cross River, Delta, 
Edo, Imo, Ondo, and Rivers 
states) 

MPP9 seeks to improve living standards in the nine states of the Niger Delta and reduce 
social tension. It is to include an integrated community development pilot. Implementing 
partner yet to be procured. Implementation will start in June–July 2008. (2008–2012) 

Abia, Akwa Ibom, 
Bayelsa, Cross River, 
Delta, Edo, Imo, Ondo, 
and Rivers states 

Total €75 million 
9,286,500,000 naira 
(EU contribution €45.5 
million, or 
5,633,810,000 naira) 

10th European Development 
Fund (EDF)  (focal sector 1 
local government reform to 
foster community development)  

The project seeks to ensure improved governance on MDG-relevant service delivery in a 
number of reforming LGAs. The main activities foreseen are as follows: 

• Build capacity to improve policymaking, public finance management, and 
transparency.  

• Give support to service delivery with a focus on water and sanitation.  
• Support communities to increase their productivity in topic as agriculture and 

entrepreneurship. 
• Produce, disseminate, and use statistics. 
• Focus on dissemination efforts and replication of good practices. 
• Enhance the capacity of state and federal levels that work closely with LGAs. 

Feasibility study to be done in 2008; implementation could start in 2009. 

Six focal states, in 
principle in continuity 
with the 9th EDF 
(Kano, Jigawa, Yobe, 
Osun, Cross River, and 
Anambra); could be 
extended to three 
additional states with a 
focus on the Niger 
Delta 

EU contribution between 
€290 and €350 million 
43,337,000,000 naira 

World Bank 

Second National Fadama 
Development Project  
(Fadama II) 

Fadama II collaborates with federal, state, and local governments to sustainably increase 
the incomes of fadama users—those who depend directly or indirectly on fadama 
resources (farmers, pastoralists, fishers, hunters, gatherers, and service providers)—
through empowering communities to take charge of their own development agenda and 
by reducing conflict between fadama users. (May 2004–Dec. 2009 ) 

FCT and Kaduna, 
Adamawa, Kebbi, 
Kaduna, Ogun, Oyo, 
Lagos, Imo, Bauchi, 
Gombe, Taraba, and 
Niger states 

US$100,000,000 
12,205,000,000 naira 

Third National Fadama 
Development Project  
(Fadama III) 

Fadama III is a follow-on scaled-up project to Fadama II. The project is under preparation 
and will empower fadama users and also enhance the capacity of Nigeria’s agricultural 
extension system. (June 08–Dec. 2013) 

All states US$250,000,000 
12,205,000,000 naira 

Commercial Agriculture 
Development Project 

The project is under preparation. It will strengthen agricultural production, processing, 
and marketed outputs among participating small- and medium-scale commercial farms 
and agroprocessors. (June 08–Dec. 2010) 

Kano, Kaduna, Lagos, 
Enugu, and Cross River 
states 

US$100,000,000 

Local Empowerment and 
Environmental Management 
Project (LEEMP)  
 

LEEMP works with the federal, state, and local governments to strengthen the 
institutional framework at all levels to support an environmental sustainable and socially 
inclusive planning, co-financing, and implementation of Community Driven 
Development (CDD) multisectoral microprojects. (July 2003–June 2009) 

Adamawa, Bauchi, 
Bayelsa, Benue, Enugu, 
Imo, Katsina, Niger, 
and Oyo states 

US$82,159,968 
10,027,624,094 naira 
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Table B.1. Continued 

Program Description/duration Location(s) Total allocation 

Avian Influenza 
This is designed as an emergency project to minimize the threat posed by H5N1 to humans 
and the poultry industry and to prepare control measures to respond to a possible influenza 
pandemic. (June 2006–June 09) 

All 36 states including 
FCT  

US$50,000,000 
6,102,500,000 naira 

Nigeria Agriculture Public 
Expenditure Review 
(NAGPER) 

This is analytical research work being conducted in collaboration with the federal, state, 
and local governments to establish a robust database on public expenditure in the 
agricultural sector and determine resource allocation and impact on agriculture growth and 
poverty reduction. 

Federal, pilot states of 
Kaduna, Cross-River 
and four LGAs 

US$360,000 with 
support from DFID and 
CIDA 
43,938,000 naira 

Rural Finance Economic 
Sector Work (ESW) 

Rural Finance ESW examines the state of rural financial services in Nigeria and explores 
alternative rural finance interventions with a view to building sustainable financial 
institutions, developing a range of appropriate products, and supporting linkages with 
other actors on the rural economic scene. 

Federal with cases 
from Kaduna and 
Nassarawa states 

US$106,000  
12,937,300 naira 

African Stockpiles Program 
The project is funded by CIDA and implemented by the World Bank with the objective of 
strengthening capacity for pesticide management and prevention of future accumulation of 
publicly held obsolete pesticide and associated waste. (Jan. 2006–Dec. 2008) 

Federal and all states 
including FCT 

US$2.24 million grant 
from CIDA 
273,392,000 naira 

United Nations Development Programme 

Millennium Villages  

The Millennium Villages project offers a bold, innovative model for helping rural African 
communities lift themselves out of extreme poverty; the project’s entry point is through 
addressing MDG no. 1—reducing hunger and income poverty. There are currently two 
Millennium Villages in Nigeria, which are in the middle of their second year of 
implementation (out of a five-year project lifespan, 2006–2011). One project is a cluster of 
seven villages located in Ikaram/Ibaram in Ondo State (with approximately 30,000 
beneficiaries) in the southwestern part of Nigeria; the other project site is located in 
Pampaida, Kaduna State (with roughly 5,000 beneficiaries) in the northern part of the 
country. About 20 percent of the project’s budget goes to agricultural training and inputs 
(i.e., workshops on improved farming techniques, construction of grain storage facilities, 
provision of improved seeds and fertilizers, irrigation equipment, livestock, etc.). Results 
include improved yields and farming techniques and the creation of wealth.  

Ondo and Kaduna 
states 

US$20,000,000 
2,441,000,000 naira 

Environmental Survey of 
Ogoniland 

The proposed environmental study of Ogoniland will cover soil contamination from oil 
spills, groundwater contamination from oil spills, surface water and sediment 
contamination in the creeks, and adverse impacts on ecosystems due to oil field 
infrastructure and activities. The study will explore potential changes to surface 
hydrology; potential changes in agricultural productivity and fisheries due to 
contamination of soil, surface water, and groundwater; and possible impacts to public 
health and property due to oil field fires. This is a first phase. (15 months) 

Ogoniland, Rivers 
State 

US$9,589,180 
1,170,359,419 naira 

 Avian Influenza  

This is a capacity development initiative through training, technical assistance, and 
consultancy services to the government to address response to avian influenza crisis 
through strengthening the surveillance capacity at the state level. The initiative focuses on 
strengthening governance structures and reducing the socioeconomic impact of the crisis. 

Bauchi, Kwara, Benue, 
Kano, Bayelsa, Niger, 
Gongola, and Lagos 
states 

US$200,000 
24,410,000 naira 
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Table B.1. Continued 

 

Program Description/duration Location(s) Total allocation 
African Development Bank 

Multinational: NERICA 
Rice Dissemination 

The project was approved July 26, 2003, and became effective Feb. 5, 2005. First disbursement was 
effected July 8, 2005; project implementation started almost two years behind schedule. 
Disbursement deadline is Dec. 20, 2009. The project aims to contribute to poverty reduction and 
food security in seven West African countries through enhanced access to high-yielding upland 
NERICA rice varieties. The objective of the project is to increase rice production and import 
substitution. 

Kaduna, 
Nassarawa, Ogun, 
Ekiti, Ondo, and 
Taraba states  

US$8,912,000 
1,087,709,600 naira 

Integrated Management of 
Invasive Aquatic Weeds 
Project  

The project was approved June 22, 2004, signed Feb. 11, 2005, and became effective Jan. 31, 2007. 
Disbursement deadline Dec. 31, 2011. The project focuses on sustainable management of natural 
resources, especially water resources, to optimize their contribution to social, economic, and 
environmental development. The project objective is to contribute to the control of invasive aquatic 
weeds in four shared water bodies of West Africa and minimize residual impact of the weeds. 

Nationwide 
US$3,024,000 
369,079,200 naira 
 

National Fadama 
Development Project 

The project was approved in 2003 and became effective May 3, 2004. First disbursement was made 
in February 2005, and the disbursement deadline is Dec. 31, 2010. The project objective is to reduce 
poverty by improving the living conditions of the rural poor and to contribute to food security and 
increased access to rural infrastructure. The project also will enhance agricultural production, 
productivity, and value addition to smallholders and rural entrepreneurs in the fadama areas of six 
states on a sustainable basis. 

Borno, Jigawa, 
Katsina, Kogi, 
Plataeu, and Kwara 
states  

US$35,200,000 
429,610,000 naira 

Community Based 
Agriculture and Rural 
Development Project 

The project was approved in September 2003, signed Dec. 12, 2003, and became loan effective in 
May 2004. First disbursement was made in May 2006, and the disbursement deadline is 2010. The 
project objective is to contribute to the food security and increased access to rural infrastructure 
facilities in the project area. 

Adamawa, Bauchi, 
Kaduna, Gombe, 
and Niger states  

US$20,800,000 
2,538,640,000 naira 

Agriculture and Rural 
Institutions Support 
Project 

The project was approved in April 2005 and signed in May 2005. First disbursement was made in 
December 2006 . The disbursement deadline is 31 December 2008. The major objective of the 
project is to enhance the capacity of the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development in 
the efficient implementation of policies and programs so as to significantly contribute towards 
poverty alleviation. 

Federal Ministry of 
Agriculture and 
Rural Development  

US$4,800,000 
585,840,000 naira 

Community-Based 
Poverty Reduction Project 

The project’s objective is to provide social and economic opportunities for the poor and vulnerable 
groups through a participatory implementation strategy in priority community development areas. 

Edo, Zamfara, 
Osun, and Gombe 
states  

US$32,000,000 
3,905,600,000 naira 

Support to the National 
Program for Food 
Security  

The project was approved in September 2006 and was signed Feb. 26, 2007. The loan has become 
disbursement effective . The objective of the project is to increase agricultural output and the 
incomes of rural households and beneficiary communities in the project areas. 

Ekiti, Ondo, and 
Cross River states 

US$35,200,000 
429,6160,000 naira 

Niger Delta 
Environmental and Social 
Study 

The project objective is to contribute toward sustainable socioeconomic development and to 
establish appropriate environmental and social management mechanisms that will ensure sustainable 
development in the Niger Delta region. 

Bayelsa, Ondo, 
Edo, Delta, Abia, 
Imo, A/Ibom, 
Rivers, and Cross 
River states 

US$2,720,000 
331,976,000 naira 
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APPENDIX C. CLASSIFICATION OF PUBLIC EXPENDITURE IN AGRICULTURE  

The budget accounts Nigeria uses for public expenditure management do not follow international 
standards of functional classification. That makes it difficult to analyze spending using standard 
functional categories. The expenditure categories used in Nigeria are explained in this appendix, as a way 
of providing background information needed to understand the analysis of expenditure structure in 
previous chapters. 

Classification of Expenditure: International Standards and Nigerian Practice 
The United Nations has developed international standards for the categorization of government functions. 
The UN-sponsored functional system, known as the Classification of Functions of Government 
(COFOG), is described in the IMF Government Finance Statistics Manual, which provides guidelines for 
economic and functional categories of expenditure (OECD 1997; IMF 2001). For agriculture, COFOG 
suggests a categorization of public expenditure into (i) land management; (ii) land reform; (iii) farm 
price/income support; (iv) extension; (v) veterinary services; (vi) pest control; (vii) forestry; and (viii) 
fishing and hunting. The COFOG classification does not integrate agricultural research with the broader 
functional group of agriculture, but rather with the functional group of research and development. 

In Nigeria, as in many other African countries, public expenditure management is based on a 
chart of accounts and budget classification system that is not in line with COFOG. Instead, public 
expenditure as recorded in government accounts first is disaggregated into the broad economic categories 
(i.e., capital and recurrent spending). Recurrent expenditure is further broken down into economic 
subcomponents, while capital accounts largely follow some combination of subsectoral, administrative, 
and programmatic categories. Since the administrative units within the Federal Ministry of Agriculture 
mostly follow sectoral lines (i.e., crops, livestock, fisheries), it is very difficult to deduce from the 
expenditure accounts even an approximate allocation of resources to core functions (i.e., agricultural 
research or agricultural extension). The analysis of agricultural expenditure structure therefore relies 
mostly on information about the sectoral and programmatic allocation of resources to the sector. In one 
case study (Bauchi State), an effort was made to identify spending in the key agricultural functions and to 
analyze allocations on this basis. Given the time-consuming nature of this endeavor, as well as the many 
technical challenges, it could not be implemented for all the case studies. Insights derived from the 
Bauchi case study about the functional distribution of spending could, however, be combined with 
information about function-specific public expenditures in other contexts where allocations for 
organizational and administrative units also had a functional categorical nature. The different sources of 
information about spending on functions could be assessed against each other, and, where a consistent 
pattern was discerned, insights could be derived. 

The Federal Ministry of Agriculture and most state ministries of agriculture include six core 
administrative units: three technical departments responsible for crops, livestock, and fisheries, as well as 
three service departments responsible for planning, administration, and finance. These six core 
departments are usually supplemented by other departments, whose number and orientation may vary.  

At the federal level, the Federal Ministry of Agriculture includes six additional technical 
departments (fertilizer, rural development, agricultural research, cooperatives, land, and grain reserves), 
as well as one additional service department for project coordination.  

At the state level, the state ministries of agriculture all include the six core departments, along 
with varying numbers of other technical departments. For example, in Cross River State, there are two 
additional departments, veterinary services and produce inspection. 

At the local government level, the line agencies themselves are referred to as departments. For 
example, in Dass LGA, the line agency for agriculture is called the Department of Agriculture and 
Natural Resources. Subunits are referred to as divisions, and, in line with the LGA agriculture 
departments’ narrower mandate compared with the state ministries of agriculture, the local government 
units within the agriculture agency are more specialized than at the state level. For example, in Birnin 
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Gwari LGA, the four divisions include agricultural extension, veterinary services, forestry, and home 
economics.  

The departments and divisions constitute the main categories along which spending is recorded, 
since resource needs and resource allocation are planned for according to the spending departments’ 
individual plans, which directly feed into the ministry’s budget framework. 
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APPENDIX D. BREAKDOWN OF CAPITAL SPENDING ON AGRICULTURE 

Table D.1. Breakdown of federal-level capital spending on agriculture, 2001–2005 (million naira) 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
1. DEPARTMENT OF RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT             
Rural Feeder Roads, Stock Routes, and 
Jetties Project             
Rehabilitation of Rural Roads  255.00 110.00  252.24  16.02  453.17  2,628.19  17.05   3,588.61  143.06 
Rehabilitation of Jetties  15.00   52.77   46.29   40.22     154.28  
Construction of Jetties  30.00   26.39         56.39  
Maintenance of Rural Roads  150.00 15.50          150.00  15.50 
Subtotal—Rural Feeder Roads, Stock Routes, 
Jetties   450.00 125.50  331.40  16.02  499.46  2,668.41  17.05   3,949.27  158.56 
Rural Industrialization and Other Productive 
Activities             
Fabrication of Multigrain Shelling/Threshing 

Machine  1.53 1.53      2.14  2.14  4.19  4.19  7.87  7.87 
Establishment of Oil Palm–Processing 

Microenterprises  0.99 0.99      2.41  0.80  2.54  2.54  5.93  4.33 
Establishment of Integrated Cassava-

Processing Microenterprises  0.87 0.87      1.56  1.56  3.39  3.39  5.82  5.82 
Establishment of Cashew-Processing 

Microenterprises          0.67   0.67  
Establishment of Rice-Milling 

Microenterprises          2.52  2.52  2.52  2.52 
Establishment of Groundnut Extraction 

Microenterprises             
Preparation and Production of Project and 

Investment Profile    2.38   0.76       3.15  
 Promotion of Establishment of Rural Cottage 

Industries     9.16   2.28       11.44  
Promotion of the Production of Locally 

Fabricated Tools and Equipment    9.27   3.13       12.40  
 Facilitation of Community-Based Extension 

Services      0.64       0.64  
Subtotal—Rural Industrialization and Other 

Productive Activities  3.39 3.39  20.82   6.80   6.11  4.50  13.31  12.65  50.43  20.54 
Machinery Refurbishment             
Refurbishment of Farm Tractors  88.56 9.00          88.56  9.00 
Subtotal—Machinery Refurbishment  88.56 9.00          88.56  9.00 
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Table D.1. Continued  
 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
             
National Policy on Integrated Rural 
Development             
Reactivation of Local Area Network        0.84  0.84    0.84  0.84 
Installation of VSAT Equipment        0.03  0.03    0.03  0.03 
Establishment of Rural Sector Data Bank        5.02  5.02    5.02  5.02 
Documentation and Reference Library        0.65  0.65    0.65  0.65 
XP Preinstalled: LaserJets, UPS, Laptops, 

Computer Accessories          1.14  1.14  1.14  1.14 
Public Enlightenment on NPIRD         0.90     0.90 
Subtotal—National Policy on Integrated Rural Development      6.54  7.45  1.14  1.14  7.68  8.59 
Enhancement of Rural Household and Food 
Security             
 Printing of information, education, and communication 
materials       2.68  2.68  2.28  2.28  4.96  4.96 
 Provision of multimedia PC Equipment        7.37  7.37    7.37  7.37 
 Printing of Recipe Book        2.95  2.95    2.95  2.95 
 Construction of Concrete Sundry Slab          0.32  1.95  0.32  1.95 
 Provision of Fish-Smoking Kiln             
Subtotal—Enhancement of Rural Household and Food Security      13.00  13.00  2.60  4.22  15.60  17.23 
Refurbishment of Machinery and 
Implements             
 Refurbished Farm Tractors          62.85  31.93  62.85  31.93 
 Refurbished Tipping Trailers           8.43   8.43 
 Refurbished Disc Harrow           4.14   4.14 
 Refurbished Disc Plough           16.73   16.73 
Subtotal—Refurbishment of Machinery and Implements        62.85  61.24  62.85  61.24 
SUBTOTAL: DEPT. OF RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT  541.95 137.89  352.22  16.02  506.26  2,694.07  42.00  79.90  79.24 4,174.40  275.15 
2. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL LAND 
RESOURCES            
Environmental Management Project 
 (Equipment and Upgrading: GIS/Remote Sensing Center)           
Procurement of Computer/Accessories        4.44  4.44  4.44  4.44 
Subtotal—Environmental Management Project  
(Equipment and Upgrading: GIS/Remote Sensing Center        4.44  4.44  4.44  4.44 
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Table D.1. Continued  
 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
           
National Soil-Testing Project : Equipping of National Soil and 
Water Labs           
 Federal Deparment of Agricultural Land Resources Headquarters        8.92  8.92  8.92  8.92 
Subtotal—National Soil-Testing Project: Equipping of National 
Soil and Water Labs        8.92  8.92  8.92  8.92 
Soil Conservation Project: Erosion Control on Agricultural 
Lands           
 Establishment of On-Farm Soil Conservation Demonstration 
Farms        22.31   22.31  
Subtotal—Soil Conservation Project: Erosion Control on 
Agricultural Lands        22.31   22.31  
Federal College of Land Resources, Jos         
(i) Procurement of Laboratory Equipment         
Provision of Necessary Equipment for Practical Biology, Physics, and Chemistry      3.75  2.41  3.75  2.41 
(ii) Rehabilitation of College Roads         
Maintenance of the Road Linking Administrative Block to College Gate      9.06  2.81  9.06  2.81 
Maintenance of the Road Linking Admin. Block to Classroom and Staff Quarters         
(iii) Maintenance of College Buildings—Classroom Blocks         
Renovation of College Classroom Blocks      4.68  3.30  4.68  3.30 
Renovation of College Admin. and Engineering Blocks         
(iv) Development of Surveying and Geoinfomatics         
To Put in Place Necessary Equipment and Facilities to Meet NBTE Standard      6.55  2.81  6.55  2.81 
(v) Upgrading of Library Facilities         
Equipping the College Library      5.01  3.56  5.01  3.56 
(vi) Rehabilitation of Tahoss Integrated Farms         
Growing of Crops, Raising of Livestock, and Fattening of Fish      6.42  3.01  6.42  3.01 
(vii) Purchase of Laboratory Equipment, Chemicals, and Classwares         
Provision of Necessary Routine Materials for Practical in the College      12.30  3.81  12.30  3.81 
Subtotal—Federal College of Land Resources, Jos      47.76  21.70  47.76  21.70 
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Table D.1. Continued 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
Agric. and Rural Management Training Institute 
(ARMTI), Ilorin             
 Renovation of Training Technology and Clinic 
Block          1.68  1.68  1.68  1.68 
 Renovation of Conference Hall and Main Store          1.70  1.70  1.70  1.70 
 Construction of ARMTI Main Campus Waterways          1.68  1.68  1.68  1.68 
 Renovation of 7 Chalets, Hall, and External Works          3.23  3.23  3.23  3.23 
 Overhauling of 600-by-300 KVA Generator Set          2.49  2.49  2.49  2.49 
 Overhauling of 2 Boreholes          2.37  2.37  2.37  2.37 
 Renovation of Catering Block          2.87  2.87  2.87  2.87 
 Extension and Satellite System          0.32  0.32  0.32  0.32 
 Television Sets, UPS, and Air Conditioners          0.62  0.62  0.62  0.62 
 Lawn Mower          0.22  0.22  0.22  0.22 
 Thunder Arrestor          0.20  0.20  0.20  0.20 
 Multimedia Facilities          1.80  1.80  1.80  1.80 
 Office Rugs          1.00  1.00  1.00  1.00 
 Computer Software          0.44  0.44  0.44  0.44 
 Office Furniture and Fittings          0.63  0.63  0.63  0.63 
 Industrial Photocopier          2.16  2.16  2.16  2.16 
 Desktop Computer and Accessories          0.98  0.98  0.98  0.98 
 Classroom and Training Hall Furniture          0.23  0.23  0.23  0.23 
 Panasonic Video Player          0.06  0.06  0.06  0.06 
 Video CD/DVD Player          0.03  0.03  0.03  0.03 
 Syndicate A Furniture          0.55  0.55  0.55  0.55 
 Zinox LP Desktop Computers          0.17  0.17  0.17  0.17 
 Syndicate B Furniture          0.53  0.53  0.53  0.53 
 Executive Settees          0.16  0.16  0.16  0.16 
 Lecture Room A Furniture          0.55  0.55  0.55  0.55 
 Lecture Room B Furniture          0.53  0.53  0.53  0.53 
 Shuttle Bus Overhauling          0.22  0.22  0.22  0.22 
Subtotal—ARMTI, Ilorin        27.43  27.43  27.43  27.43 
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Table D.1. Continued 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
Federal College of Land Resources 
Technology, Owerri             
(i) Rehabilitation of College Demonstration and 

Research Farm at Perm. Site          0.34  0.26  0.34  0.26 
(ii) NBTE Accreditation Exercised for the 

College Programs          0.81   0.81  
Renovation and Purchase of Glassware for 
Student Practical          0.57  0.57  0.57  0.57 

(iii) Purchase of Saloon Car          1.86  1.86  1.86  1.86 
(iv) Purchase of Lab Equipment, Chemicals, and 

Glassware for Soil Science and Geoinfo          1.91   1.91  
(v) Purchase of Lab Equipment, Chemicals, and 

Glassware for Chemical Lab          1.14   1.14  
(vi) Combine Convocation Ceremony of the 

College from 1992 to Date          1.24   1.24  
(vii) Purchase of Lab Equipment, Chemicals, 

and Classwares for Bio. and Phys. Lab          0.75   0.75  
(viii) Construction of Admin. Block at 

Permanent Site          12.72  2.50  12.72  2.50 
(ix) Renovation of Collapsed Lecturers’ Office 

at Temporary Site             
Renovation of Dilapidated Lecturers’ Offices 
at Temporary Site          0.34  0.34  0.34  0.34 

(x) Reconstruction of Eroded Access Road to 
the College at Temporary Site             
Resurfacing and Provision of Drainage for 
Access to the College          0.28  0.28  0.28  0.28 

(xi) Construction of Bungalows as Departmental 
Offices          8.20  1.50  8.20  1.50 

Subtotal—Federal College of Land Resources Technology, Owerri       30.14  7.32  30.14  7.32 
SUBTOTAL: DEPT. OF AGRICULTURAL LAND RESOURCES       141.00  69.81  141.00  69.81 
3. PROJECTS COORDINATING UNIT             
National Special Program for Food Security             
Food Security   1,085.23  597.62  992.52 1,168.19  869.01 1,011.65  78.22  396.69 3,024.98 3,174.15 
Aquaculture and Inland Fisheries    59.75  2.94  188.38  36.76  155.82  72.23  125.88  126.24  529.84  238.17 
Animal Diseases and Transboundary Pest Control Project   145.88   109.17  10.50  66.60  40.52  46.90  32.94  368.55  83.96 
Marketing of Agricultural Commodities and Food Stock Management  28.88   50.62  6.08  42.03  45.35   34.15  121.53  85.58 
Soil Fertility Initiative    85.74  28.27  64.12  49.44  55.89  56.65  4.70  34.56  210.45  168.91 
Subtotal—National Special Program for Food Security 1,405.50  628.82 1,404.80 1,270.98 1,189.36 1,226.39  255.69  624.57 4,255.34 3,750.76 
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Table D.1. Continued 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
Silos Construction, Maintenance and Dev. of Marketing Strategic Grain Reserve          
Silos Construction  20.00 6.00  25.51  8.80    904.22  584.01  142.79  142.79 1,092.51  741.59 
Silos Maintenance/Rehabilitation  99.00 29.70  105.54  13.19      29.00  29.00  233.54  71.90 
Purchase of Grain for the Buyer of Last Resort (BLR) 1,856.60 130.00   2,314.46 1,775.51  536.23  386.08   4,707.29 2,291.59 
Development and Marketing Companies  35.50 10.05          35.50  10.05 
Arable Crops Development and Marketing  5.00 1.50          5.00  1.50 
Tree Crops Development and Marketing Companies  5.00 1.50          5.00  1.50 
Commodity/Marketing Companies  6.34         4.46   10.80  
National Agricultural Development Fund  45.83           45.83  
 Grain Release to the Public under BLR    21.11  43.98      66.93  66.93  88.04  110.91 
 Construction of Specialized Warehouse          35.70  20.49  35.70  20.49 
 Construction of Yam Barn          35.70  20.49  35.70  20.49 
Subtotal—Silos Construction, Maintenance and Dev. 
of Marketing Strategic Grain Reserve 2,073.27 178.75  152.15  65.96 2,314.46 1,775.51 1,440.45  970.09  314.58  279.70 6,294.91 3,270.01 
SUBTOTAL: PROJECTS COORDINATING 
UNIT 2,073.27 178.75 1,557.65  694.78 3,719.26 3,046.48 2,629.80 2,196.48  570.27  904.27 10,550.25 7,020.77 
4. FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE              

Presidential Initiative on Vegetable Oil Development Program (VODEP)           
 Production and Development of Oil Palm      52.08   22.62  16.52    74.70  16.52 
 Production and Development of Groundnuts      21.22   9.22  6.73    30.43  6.73 
 Production and Development of Soya Bean      21.22   9.22  6.73    30.43  6.73 
 Production and Development of Cotton      21.22   9.22  6.73    30.43  6.73 
 Seeds and Seedlings Production          15.33  12.02  15.33  12.02 
 Seed Processing and Quality Control          0.89  0.70  0.89  0.70 
 Farm Power and Equipment          1.99  1.57  1.99  1.57 
 Training and Sensitization Workshop          0.81  0.63  0.81  0.63 
 Institutional Support          0.29  0.23  0.29  0.23 
 Capacity Building and Meetings      24.11   10.48  7.65    34.59  7.65 
 VODEP Secretariat      14.47   6.29  4.58  3.45  2.70  24.20  7.29 

Subtotal—Presidential Initiative on VODEP  154.30   67.03  48.93  22.77  17.85  244.09  66.78 
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Table D.1. Continued 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
Presidential Initiative on Increased Rice Production and Export           
 Seed Production and Distribution      26.71   11.60  8.47    38.31  8.47 
 Sensitization and Publicity      14.84   6.45  4.71    21.28  4.71 
 Thematic Backstopping and Thematic Missions      11.87   5.15  3.77    17.02  3.77 
 Project Coordination and Monitoring      12.82   5.57  4.07    18.39  4.07 
 Institutional Support      16.91   7.35  5.36    24.26  5.36 
 Implementation Support      19.82   8.61  6.29    28.43  6.29 
 Meetings      11.87   5.15  3.77    17.02  3.77 
 Processing and Appropriate Technology      8.90   3.87  2.82    12.77  2.82 
 Box Conservation Technology             
 Capacity Building and Trainings      30.57    9.69    30.57  9.69 
 Extension              
Subtotal—Presidential Initiative on Increased Rice Production and 
Export    154.30   53.75  48.94    208.05  48.94 
Presidential Initiative on Tree Crops             
Rubber Seedling Production      4.86   11.29  8.24  0.72  0.56  16.87  8.81 
Cashew Development      7.71   7.35  5.36  1.14  0.89  16.20  6.26 
Cocoa Seedling Production      9.06   5.56  4.06  1.34  1.05  15.96  5.11 
Horticultural Crops      9.84   12.90  9.42  1.45  1.14  24.19  10.56 
Citrus Development      6.63     0.98  0.77  7.61  0.77 
Avocado      1.70     0.25  0.20  1.95  0.20 
Progeny Garden and Nursery Development      16.66     2.46  1.93  19.12  1.93 
Irvingia Development      5.63   1.84  1.34  0.83  0.65  8.30  2.00 
Gum Arabic      10.07   6.25  4.56  1.49  1.17  17.80  5.72 
Oil Palm      47.83   16.34  11.93  7.06  5.53  71.23  17.46 
Date Palm      22.33   1.84  1.34  3.30  2.58  27.47  3.92 
Implementation Support      11.96   3.67  2.68  1.76  1.37  17.40  4.05 
Meetings and Conferences             
Subtotal—Presidential Initiative on Tree Crops        67.03  48.93  22.77  17.85  89.79  66.78 
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Table D.1. Continued 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
Presidential Initiative on Cassava Production 
and Export             
 Cassava Stock Production      61.72   26.81  19.57  12.41  9.73  100.94  29.30 
 Extension and Training      7.71   3.35  2.45  0.73  0.57  11.79  3.02 
 Processing and Appropriate Technology      34.72   15.08  11.01  5.01  3.93  54.81  14.94 
 Monitoring and Evaluation      27.00   11.73  8.57  2.37  1.86  41.10  10.42 
 Institutional Support      23.14   10.05  7.34  2.25  1.76  35.45  9.10 
Subtotal—Presidential Initiative on Cassava Production and Export    154.30   67.03  48.93  22.77  17.85  244.09  66.78 
Engineering and Mechanization             
Federal Dept. of Agriculture’s Building Program    1.76  0.84    55.30     57.06  0.84 
Agricultural Mechanics and Machinery 

Operators Training Center (AMMOTRAC)        58.65     58.65  
Implementation Support to AMMOTRAC    0.97  0.12        0.97  0.12 
Operational Support to AMMOTRAC    1.06  0.22        1.06  0.22 
Fabrication of Simple Farm Machinery, Tools, 

and Spare Parts        12.05     12.05  
Procurement of Tractors and Implements        3.87     3.87  
Farm Tractors and Implements Rehabilitation 

Program        370.67     370.67  
Animal Traction and Hand Tool Technology 

Program    0.79  0.12    289.23     290.02  0.12 
Small-Scale Irrigation Project        502.71     502.71  
Subtotal—Engineering and Mechanization     4.57  1.30   1,292.47    1,297.05  1.30 
Root and Tuber Expansion Program             
Seed Multiplication          3.40  2.66  3.40  2.66 
Capacity Building and Training          2.23  1.75  2.23  1.75 
Processing and Appropriate Technology          1.82  1.42  1.82  1.42 
Monitoring, Evaluation, and Management 

Information Study          1.57  1.22  1.57  1.22 
Clearing Charges on Off-Shore Project Vehicle          16.44  12.89  16.44  12.89 
Internet Facilities          3.02  2.36  3.02  2.36 
Subtotal—Root and Tuber Expansion Program          28.46  22.31  28.46  22.31 

 



 

 
92 

Table D.1. Continued 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
Plant Quarantine Service             
Civil Works Construction    1.41       1.45  1.14  2.86  1.14 
Provision of Laboratory Equipment and Chemicals          0.73  0.57  0.73  0.57 
Procurement of Office Equipment          0.73  0.57  0.73  0.57 
Provision for Transportation for Surveillance 

Activities    0.53       0.73  0.57  1.26  0.57 
Capacity Building and Trainings of Staff    1.76       0.64  0.50  2.40  0.50 
Refurbishing of Buildings    1.76         1.76  
Plant Treatment Materials    0.70         0.70  
Subtotal—Plant Quarantine Service    6.16       4.27  3.35  10.43  3.35 
Home Economics Project             
Training and Adaptive Research    1.76  0.05        1.76  0.05 
Strengthening of Home Economics Extension    1.76  1.36        1.76  1.36 
Appropriate Technology for Rural Women    0.70  0.04        0.70  0.04 
Subtotal—Home Economics Project    4.22  1.47        4.22  1.47 
Agricultural Industrial Development             
National Agric. Industrial Crops Production 

Program—Soybean    2.64  0.44        2.64  0.44 
National Agric. Industrial Crops Production 

Program—Soybean (Vehicle)    0.88  0.08        0.88  0.08 
Office Maintenance/Running Expenses    1.32  0.16        1.32  0.16 
Subtotal—Agricultural Industrial Development    4.84  0.68        4.84  0.68 
National Seed Service             
Production and Distribution of Foundation Seeds 

Stage 1 Multiplication    2.64  1.58        2.64  1.58 
Production and Distribution of Foundation Seeds 

Stage 2 Multiplication    4.40  1.87        4.40  1.87 
Certification of Seeds    0.44  0.47        0.44  0.47 
Seed Quality Control    1.32  0.47        1.32  0.47 
Seed Industry and Skill Development    1.58  0.63        1.58  0.63 
Subtotal—National Seed Service    10.38  5.01        10.38  5.01 
SUBTOTAL: FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE    30.17  8.45  617.19  1,547.30  195.72  101.02  79.20 2,295.68  283.38 
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Table D.1. Continued 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
5. FISHERIES*             
ECOWAS Artisanal Assisted Project             
Capacity Building of Rural Fisher Folks and Credit 

Administration  10.00 10.00          10.00  10.00 
Increasing Production at Artisanal           28.46  28.46  28.46  28.46 
Provision of Strategic Infrastructure for Industrial 

Fisheries Development  5.00 5.00          5.00  5.00 
Promotion of By-Catch Reduction Devices and Turtle 

Excluder Tech. Fabrication             
Cage and Pen Culture Development and Community- 

Based Fisheries Management  15.00 15.00          15.00  15.00 
Enhancement of Fisheries Resources of Lake and 

Lagoons             
SUBTOTAL: DEPT. OF FISHERIES  30.00 30.00        28.46  28.46  58.46  58.46 
6. NIGER DELTA             
Desk Computers           0.30   0.30 
SUBTOTAL: NIGER DELTA           0.30   0.30 
7. FERTILIZER             
Procurement and Distribution of Fertilizer, Agric. Lime, 

Micronutrients 3,560.00  4,538.26 1,852.24 4,482.33 1,542.97  891.48 1,836.58 5,147.41 1,005.12 18,619.48 6,236.92 
Organic Fertilizer Development and Promotion        6.70  6.70    6.70  6.70 
SUBTOTAL: FERTILIZER 3,560.00  4,538.26 1,852.24 4,482.33 1,542.97  898.18 1,843.29 5,147.41 1,005.12 18,626.19 6,243.62 

8. FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF LIVESTOCK AND  
PEST CONTROL SERVICES          
National Animal Health and Quarantine Services             
National Rinderpest Control and Surveillance Program  2.50 1.76  3.19  2.73        5.69  4.49 
Control and Surveillance of Contagious Bovine 

Pleuropnemonia Program  5.00 3.56  6.38  4.79  154.30  127.64  6.70  4.19    172.38  140.18 
Small Ruminant Control Program  2.50 1.99  3.19  1.87        5.69  3.86 
Control of Haemoparasitic Disease  3.00 2.15  3.83  3.03        6.83  5.18 
National Control of Poultry Disease  5.00 3.23  6.38  4.51        11.38  7.74 
National Control of Swine Disease Program  2.00 1.24  2.55  1.97        4.55  3.21 
Support for the Development of Veterinary Teaching 

Hospital  1.30 1.30  1.66  1.66        2.96  2.96 
National Veterinary Quarantine and Control Post  3.00 3.00          3.00  3.00 
Subtotal—Animal Health and Quarantine Services  24.30 18.22  27.18  20.56  154.30  127.64  6.70  4.19    212.48  170.61 
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Table D.1. Continued 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 

National Rabies Control Program         4.46 3.70 4.46 3.70 

Grazing Reserve and Stock Route Development             
Stock Route Survey          2.48  2.48  2.48  2.48 
Grazing Reserve and Stock Route Development          3.77  3.77  3.77  3.77 
Stock Route and Grazing Reserve Development          5.19  5.19  5.19  5.19 

Subtotal—Grazing Reserve and Stock Route Development         11.44  11.44  11.44  11.44 

Pest Control Services             
Control of Locust Invasion in Nigeria          89.24  56.92  89.24  56.92 
Agro Aviation Services          89.24  56.92  89.24  56.92 

Subtotal—Pest Control Services          178.49  113.83  178.49  113.83 

Control of Transboundary Animal Disease 
through Surveillance and Vaccination            4.46  4.46 

Pan African Program for Control of Epizootic 
through Strengthening Capacity          8.92  8.92  8.92  8.92 

Livestock Development Program             
Cattle Breeding and Multiplication Project  7.00 5.67  8.93         15.93  5.67 
Small Ruminants Breeding and Multiplication 
Projects  5.00 5.00  6.38  6.16        11.38  11.16 

Pig Breeding and Progeny Testing Center  3.00 3.00  3.83  3.83        6.83  6.83 
Dairy Development and Artificial Insemination 
Project  5.00 5.00  6.38  6.38        11.38  11.38 

Feed Quality and Monitoring Project  1.50 1.50  1.92  1.76        3.42  3.26 
Livestock Extension and Publicity  2.50 2.50  3.19  3.03        5.69  5.53 

Subtotal—Livestock Development Program  24.00 22.67  30.62  21.15        54.62  43.82 
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Table D.1. Continued 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001–05 TOTAL 
 Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 
Presidential Initiative on Livestock             
Animal Disease Control          6.31  6.31  6.31  6.31 
Animal Breeding and Genetic 

Improvement          8.05  8.05  8.05  8.05 
Feeds and Nutrition          1.71  1.71  1.71  1.71 
Livestock Extension Services          10.30  10.30  10.30  10.30 
Poultry Production          12.01  12.01  12.01  12.01 
Subtotal—Presidential Initiative on 
Livestock          38.37  38.37  38.37  38.37 
SUBTOTAL: DEPT. OF 
LIVESTOCK AND PEST 
CONTROL SERVICES  48.30 40.89  57.79  41.72  154.30  127.64  6.70  4.19  241.68  177.03  508.78  391.47 
9. NATIONAL CEREAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE, BADEGGI          
Research Projects          21.06   21.06  
Development of Headquarters and 

Outstations          23.39  6.88  23.39  6.88 
Supply of Office Furniture          7.26  5.77  7.26  5.77 
Completion of Administrative 

Blocks          22.81  6.70  22.81  6.70 
Completion of Laboratory Block          9.68  7.10  9.68  7.10 
SUBTOTAL: NATIONAL CEREAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE, BADEGGI     84.19  26.45  84.19  26.45 
TOTAL FOR CAPITAL 
SPENDING 6,253.52 387.53 6,536.09 2,613.21 9,479.34 4,717.10 7,776.06 4,281.68 6,393.94 2,369.89 36,438.95 14,369.40 

 
* Regarding the Presidential Initiative on Fisheries and Aquaculture, please see the related discussion in Chapter 4 on the ‘Presidential Initiatives on Agriculture’. 
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APPENDIX E. IMPACTS OF AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND EXTENSION 
PROGRAMS IN NIGERIA 

Table E.1. Adoption of improved technology promoted through research and extension programs 

Study Program Coverage 

Adoption rate (%) based on 
Number of farmers 

Area 
planted Entire 

package 
Improved 

variety 
Other 
inputs 

Farm 
practices 

Alene and Manyong 
(2006a) Cowpea Seed N. Nigeria  73    

Alene and Manyong 
(2006b) Cowpea Package N. Nigeria 14     

Alonge and Martin 
(1998) Rice Package Bida, Niger State  74.2 4.03–

94 81.9 52 

Asiabaka and Okoro 
(1991) 

SPAT* for Farm 
Practices Imo State    11.3–

29.2  

Atala et al. (1992) 

Maize 

Kaduna State 

 90  48.9–
94.4  

Cassava  86.7  33.3–
67.8  

Sorghum  84.4  36.7–
84.4  

Groundnut  78.9  40.0–
61.1  

Livestock  —  15.6–
54.4  

Byerlee and Heisey 
(1996) Maize Varieties Nigeria     24–89 

Chikwendu et al. (1996) Millet Package Borno State  71.8 2.9–
43.8 

11.4–
67.6  

Ikejimba and Alabi 
(1992) 

Cowpea, 
Groundnut 

Lavum LGA, 
Niger State    81–98  

Inaizumi et al. (1999) Cowpea 
Varieties 

Bunkure LGA, 
Kano State  75    

Manyong et al. (2000a) Cassava 
Varieties Nigeria     23 

Manyong et al. (2000b) Maize Varieties Nigeria     40 

Obinne and Hanidu 
(1999) 

SPAT for Maize 
Benue State 

 10–56.7    
Cassava  13.3–50    
Rice  20–40    

Ogunsumi and Ewuola 
(2005) 

Soybean 
Package 

Southwest 
Nigeria  64.9 64.9 42.3–

64.9  

Oni (1998) 

Maize Variety 

Oyo State 

 57.1 68.9–
71.4 69.7  

Cassava Variety  51.3  57.9  

Cowpea Variety  41.2  39.5–
47.9  

Saka et al. (2005) Rice Varieties Southwest 
Nigeria     68.7 

Sanginga et al. (1999) Soybean 
Varieties Benue State  62–75   22.5–

33.1 
Tshiunza et al. (2002) Banana Varieties S. Nigeria  59.9    

Yiljep (2000) Treadle Pump 
Technology 

Zamfara and 
Katsina states    50  

*Small plot adoption technique. 
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Table E.2. Selected studies on the yield impacts of research and extension programs 

Study Program Coverage 
Yield Yield 

advantage 
(%) 

Unit of 
measurement 

Improved 
varieties 

Local 
varieties 

Aigbekaen et al. 
(2004) Natural Rubber 

Edo, Delta, 
Ogun, Ondo, 
Cross River, and 
Anambra states  

metric tons/ 1.2–2.5 0.35  

Atala et al. (1992) 

Sorghum 

Kaduna State 
Ave. output 
per farmer in 
kg/year 

358.7 547.2 52.5 
Maize 457.4 725.7 58.6 
Cowpea 215.1 364.8 69.5 
Groundnut 117.4 197.1 67.8 

Eziakor (1990) 

Fertilizer 
Application of: 

Bauchi LGA  

   

Maize 6.25 3.90 60 
Cowpea 4.97 2.83 75.6 
Sorghum 6.12 7.55 −18.8 
Millet 4.83 3.37 43.3 

Manyong et al. 
(2000a) Cassava Varieties Nigeria t/ha 18.85 13 45 

Manyong et al. 
(2000b) Maize Varieties Nigeria t/ha 2.2 1.2 83 

Saka et al. (2005) Rice Varieties Southwest 
Nigeria t/ha 1.601 1.154 38.7 

Oni (1998) Maize Oyo State kg/ha 1364 949 43.8 

Tijani et al. 
(2001) Cocoa Production Ondo State 

Avg. output 
per farmer in 
t/year 

2.50 1.13 121 

 

Table E.3. Selected studies on economic returns to research and extension programs  

Study Program Coverage IRR 
(%) 

Net present value Benefit-
cost ratio Unit Amount 

Aigbekaen et al. 
(2004) Rubber Clones Edo, Delta, Ogun, Ondo, Cross 

River, and Akwa Ibom states 46 million 
naira per ha 3.58  

Chianu et al. 
(2002) 

Cover and 
Alley Cropping Southern Nigeria    2.07–2.66 

Coulibaly et al. 
(2004) Cassava Niger 125 US$ 

billion/year 1.7  

Macaver and 
Olaleye (2004) Sorghum R&D Katsina State 62 

million 
naira for 

1975–2000 
17  

Omonona (2006) Maize Seeds  69 naira/ha 131.70  
Soybean Seeds 83 141.75  

Oni (1998) Maize Oyo State 80    

Phillip (2002) Maize Northern Guinea Savanna; 
Nigeria 23    

Wallys (2003) Soil Fertility Nigeria    0.86–1.38 
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APPENDIX F. THE POLICY FRAMEWORK FOR AGRICULTURE IN NIGERIA 

Public expenditure analysis in Nigeria is complicated by the country’s federal system of government, 
under which responsibility for the provision of public goods and services is spread across three tiers of 
government. The roles and responsibilities assigned to the federal, state, and local governments regarding 
the provision of public goods and services in agriculture are defined principally in the 1999 Constitution, 
the 2001 New Agricultural Policy Thrust, and the 2004 National Empowerment and Economic 
Development Strategy. These roles and responsibilities are briefly reviewed here.  

Agriculture in the 1999 Constitution of Nigeria 
The 1999 Constitution specifies, under the exclusive legislative list, the areas in which the federal 
government has exclusive powers to make laws (through the National Assembly). The Constitution also 
specifies, under the concurrent legislative list, the areas in which the federal and state governments both 
can make laws (the latter through their Houses of Assembly). In addition, the Constitution identifies the 
activities for which local governments are primarily responsible, and it describes the areas in which local 
governments are empowered to participate alongside the state governments (Nigeria 1999). 

Agricultural services and functions to be provided by government, and the distribution of 
responsibility for their provision, are expressly articulated in the Constitution, albeit in broad terms (as is 
appropriate for constitutional provisions). The exclusive legislative list indicates areas in which the 
federal government holds an exclusive mandate—for example, regulation of international trade in 
agricultural commodities and regulation of fishing in noninland waters. The concurrent list indicates areas 
in which the federal and the state governments both may engage. The concurrent list includes two main 
areas: establishment of agricultural research centers and establishment of institutions for the promotion 
and financing of agricultural projects. In addition, both the federal government and the government of a 
given state are empowered to undertake any other activities that contribute to the agricultural 
development of that state.  

According to the Constitution, state governments do not hold any exclusive responsibilities when 
it comes to the provision of agricultural goods and services. The responsibilities (and by extension the 
powers) of the state governments are stated only in the concurrent list, meaning that the state governments 
share their responsibilities and their powers with the other tiers of government. This makes it all the more 
important that agricultural policies, laws, and regulations stipulate what is concretely in the states’ 
domain, as opposed to the federal government’s domain. Clarification of roles is needed to enhance the 
accountability of each tier of government for service provision and expenditures under its control. 
Clarification of roles is needed as well to avoid duplication of effort and to prevent gaps from emerging in 
agricultural service delivery that may arise from uncertainty of each level of government about its 
responsibilities. 

In the Constitution, the list of functions for which local governments are assigned primary 
responsibility does not include agriculture. The main responsibilities of local governments are described 
in the Constitution as public service and infrastructure provision, including the establishment, 
construction, and maintenance of cemeteries, markets, slaughterhouses, roads, public parks, and sewage 
facilities. Activities relating to the development of agriculture feature in the Constitution as activities in 
which local governments shall participate alongside the state. However, the Constitution does not 
describe in detail which functions are included.  

In theory, the concurrent list refers to the responsibilities of the federal and state governments only. 
Nevertheless, the designation of agricultural development as an area in which local governments may 
participate (along with provision of health services and education) leaves room for differing 
interpretations of the role of local governments. A case taken to the Supreme Court of Nigeria in 
2002 sought clarification about what “participation” means in this context. The court ruled that 
in areas such as agriculture where the Constitution stipulates that local governments may 
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participate in the provision of public goods and services, this does not imply that they carry core 
responsibility, and that fundamental responsibility for service provision rests with the state governments. 

New Agricultural Policy Thrust of 2001 
In 2001, roughly at the beginning of the period covered by this study, the government of Nigeria 
formulated a national agricultural development policy, which was articulated in the New Agricultural 
Policy Thrust (NAP) document. The goals of the national agricultural development policy as stated in 
NAP included (i) improving the macroeconomic environment for private-sector investment in agriculture; 
(ii) clarifying the role of each tier of government in the sector; (iii) improving the institutional framework 
for government interventions; (iv) prioritizing integrated rural development;  
(v) increasing public spending to agriculture; (vi) using trade policy measures to improve fiscal incentives 
in agriculture; and (vii) increasing the use of agricultural machinery and modern inputs. 

NAP attempted to outline the role and functions of each tier of government, but the assignments 
as laid out in NAP only partly clarified each tier’s responsibilities. As a result, significant scope remains 
for overlap and coordination problems between the tiers.  

By specifying the position of local governments in agricultural service delivery, NAP 
strengthened the role of the local governments by stating that they are expected gradually to take over the 
responsibilities of the state governments in a substantial number of areas (see Table F.1). Given the 
choice of relatively strong wording (“gradual takeover of state functions” implies a more active leadership 
role than mere “participation in state functions”), it would have been helpful had NAP provided guidance 
on the expected sequencing and timing of the devolution. It would have been helpful also had NAP 
proposed procedures for addressing the inevitable administrative, institutional, fiscal, legal, and capacity 
constraints to making this devolution workable. While every last implementation detail need not have 
been specified, a general road map should have been provided to guide decentralization in the agricultural 
sector. In the absence of such a road map, NAP is of limited practical use when it comes to rationalizing 
the roles of the three tiers of government.  

NAP indicates, in bullet form, each tier’s main areas of engagement. As can be seen in Table F.1, 
the scope for engagement by different stakeholders is unclear in several areas. For example, with regard 
to rural infrastructure, the federal government is mandated to provide “support to rural infrastructure 
development” in consultation with the other tiers; states are mandated to undertake “investments in rural 
development including rural roads and water supplies”; the eventual responsibility of local governments 
is described as the “provision of rural infrastructure”; and the role of the private sector is described as 
“provision of certain types of infrastructure.” NAP does not explain what is meant by the terms “support,” 
“investment,” and “provision.” It seems unlikely that these terms are meant to denote exclusivity, because 
elsewhere the NAP document states that all tiers are jointly to finance infrastructure development. NAP is 
similarly vague about the assignment of roles to different tiers in other areas—for example, agricultural 
training, rural credit, extension, and land access. It does, however, assign distinct and exclusive roles in 
other areas—for example, management of grazing reserves.  

NAP contains only two articulations on public-spending requirements needed to meet the 
government’s policy goals for agriculture. First, it states that the new policy direction is to be achieved 
through increased budgetary allocation to agriculture and rural development, among six other measures 
(which are not mutually exclusive). Section 8 of NAP states that public spending in agriculture should be 
assessed over a five-year period immediately following enactment of NAP, to determine whether the 
policy’s goal of increasing spending to the sector was met. Second, it calls for the establishment of an 
Agricultural Development Fund (ADF), which would be launched with a federal seed grant and sustained 
by means of a minimum statutory allocation of 5 percent of the national budget (the statutory allocation 
would be in addition to the normal budgetary allocation through the federal and state ministries and local 
departments, of agriculture). The ADF would be used to finance a range of agriculture-related 
interventions, in areas such as agricultural research, extension, and credit support. NAP refers to multiple 
sources of financing for the ADF, including levies on agribusiness and oil companies, trade tariffs, 
subsidy withdrawals, and privatization proceeds.  
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Table F.1. Responsibilities of the three tiers of government and the private sector in NAP 
Federal government State government Local government Private sector 
Areas in which only one stakeholder has responsibility 
Macroeconomic policies: 
Provision of the general policy framework 
including the macro policies within which 
agriculture and rural economy can develop and 
provide guidance to all stakeholders 

Forestry: 
Ownership, management, and 
control of forest estates held in trust 
for local communities 

Cooperatives: 
Mobilization of farmers for 
accelerated agricultural and rural 
development through cooperative 
societies, local institutions, and 
community-based organizations 

Postproduction processes: 
Agricultural produce storage, 
processing, marketing 

Fisheries: 
Protection of Nigeria’s Exclusive Economic Zone 
for fisheries resources 

  Mechanization: 
Agricultural mechanization 

International trade: 
- Maintenance of favorable tariff regime for 
agricultural commodities 
- Promotion of export of agricultural commodities 

   

Insurance: 
Maintenance of support to agricultural insurance to 
mitigate risks and uncertainties associated with 
agricultural practices 

   

Areas in which more than one stakeholder has responsibility 
Agricultural R&D: 
Research and development of appropriate 
agricultural technology including biotechnology 

  Support for research in all 
aspects of agriculture 

Funding/investment: 
Maintenance of a reasonable flow of resources into 
agriculture and rural development 

  Investment in all aspects of 
agricultural production 

Rural infrastructure: 
Support to rural infrastructure development in 
consultation with states and local governments 

Investments in rural development 
including rural roads and water 
supplies (in association with federal 
and local governments) 

Provision of rural infrastructure 
to complement federal and state 
government 

Provision of certain types of 
rural infrastructure 

Input production, supply, subsidization: 
- Support to inputs supply and distribution  
(seeds, seedlings, brood stock, and fingerlings) 
- Seed industry development, seed law 
enforcement, and seed quality control 

Supply of inputs for crop 
production, livestock production, 
aquaculture, and forestry 

 Agricultural input supply and 
distribution 
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Table F.1 Continued 
Federal government State government Local government Private sector 
Extension: 
Continued support to agricultural extension 
delivery service 

- Promotion of primary production 
of all items of agricultural produce 
through the provision of virile and 
effective extension service  
- Ensuring a viable agricultural 
extension delivery service 

Provision of effective agricultural 
extension service 

 

Irrigation: 
Management of impounded water, supervision of 
large dams and irrigation canals, and 
maintenance of pumping facilities 

Development and management of 
the irrigation areas of large dams 

Management of irrigation areas 
of large dams 

 

Pest and disease control: 
- Control of pests and diseases and promotion of 
integrated pest management  
- Establishment and maintenance of national 
animal and plant quarantine services 

Control of plant and animal pest 
diseases 

  

Food reserves: 
Development and maintenance of strategic 
national food reserve to ensure food security 

Maintenance of buffer stocks of 
food commodities 

  

Data and statistics:  
Coordination of agricultural data and information 
management system 

Coordination of data collection and 
information management at local 
government level 

Coordination of data collection at 
the primary (ward) levels 

 

Land access and land use: 
Inventorization of land resources and control of 
land use and land degradation 

Ensuring access to lands by those 
who wish to engage in farming 

Provision of land for new 
entrants into farming in 
accordance with the provision of 
the Land Use Act 

 

Training: 
Training and manpower development Training and manpower 

development 
  

Rural credit: 
Promotion of micro and rural credit institutions Promotion of appropriate institutions 

for micro and rural credit 
  

Grazing reserves and water for livestock: 
Participating in mapping and developing cattle 
and interstate grazing routes and watering points 

Grazing reserve development and 
access to water for livestock 

  

Source: FMARD (2001). 
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To summarize, although NAP purports to clarify the particular responsibilities of each tier of 
government in the agricultural sector, considerable uncertainty remains as to who is responsible for 
certain activities (e.g., extension, input supply, agricultural training) and what forms of intervention 
should be undertaken in a given area (e.g., standard setting, regulation, provision of financing). In cases 
where two or more tiers of government are mandated to engage in the same function, there is a need to 
specify measures to enhance coordination, mitigate free-riding, and eliminate disincentives to allocate 
resources. In addition to failing to clarify roles and responsibilities, NAP also unfortunately fails to 
describe (not even in broad terms) how public resources are to be used to translate government policies 
into outcomes. Since NAP charts the general policy direction for the sector, it cannot be expected to 
provide a detailed implementation schedule for meeting particular targets, along with costing information. 
However, it falls short in terms of providing even general guidelines regarding public spending.  

Assignment of responsibilities among the tiers of government 

In federal systems of government, effective management of public spending requires clarity about the 
responsibilities held by each tier of government, as well as clarity about the forms of intervention in 
which each tier of government is expected to engage in carrying out its responsibilities. If the current 
assignment of responsibilities in the agricultural sector of Nigeria remains somewhat unclear, what 
changes are needed to improve the situation? 

According to basic principles of public administration, the distribution of responsibilities for public 
provision of goods and services should be guided by four considerations:  

(1) Subsidiarity. The subsidiarity principle suggests that responsibilities should be assigned to the 
lowest level of government that can effectively carry out the function.  

(2) Externalities. In the present context, externalities concern the degree to which benefits of 
agricultural investments undertaken by one jurisdiction also accrue to other jurisdictions. 
Generally speaking, responsibility should be assigned in such a way that externalities are held in 
check.  

(3) Economies of scale. If economies of scale in the provision of a good or service are pronounced, 
the good or service should be provided by a higher tier of government.  

(4) Expertise and capacity. Differences in the levels of technical expertise and capacity found at 
different tiers of government should be taken into account in assigning responsibility.  

With regard to agriculture in Nigeria, while these four considerations are not the only ones that 
should determine the distribution of responsibilities, they provide a useful framework for identifying the 
roles that different tiers of government should assume. Some features of NAP are in fact very consistent 
with these guidelines. For example, NAP assigns responsibility for regulation and promotion of 
international agricultural trade exclusively to the federal government; it assigns responsibility for 
provision of extension services to the state governments (with support from local governments); and it 
assigns responsibility for farmer mobilization to local governments (with support from cooperatives and 
community-based organizations). But other features of NAP are strikingly at odds with the guidelines, 
and in some instances role assignments need to be reconsidered. For example, strong arguments can be 
made based on the principle of subsidiarity that responsibility for agricultural research should be at least 
partly decentralized to the state level, because states can tap into their local knowledge about agricultural 
conditions in their locally specific agro-ecological contexts.  

In any given functional area, government can engage in various ways. Forms of intervention 
include policy formulation, standard setting, public financing, quality control, and direct implementation. 
Based on the aforementioned principles, normally the form of intervention will differ depending on the 
level of government. In general, the federal government should be responsible for policy formulation, 
standard setting, and public financing, whereas the state and local governments should be responsible for 
quality control and direct implementation. However, there will almost always be exceptions, such as, for 
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example, where the fiscal and administrative capacity of subnational governments is weak, or where 
programs are being implemented that are critical for achieving national policy objectives. In Nigeria, that 
is why some programs (e.g., the Presidential Initiatives) are designed, financed, and implemented by the 
Federal Ministry of Agriculture. Still, even programs such as these lend themselves to joint 
implementation, as policy formulation and financing carried out at the federal level can be combined with 
implementation and monitoring carried out at the state and local levels. 

The utility of this framework for allocating responsibilities in agriculture depends on the extent to 
which political, administrative, and fiscal management can be effectively decentralized. If the tasks 
assigned to state and local governments are not matched by the size of the budgets allocated to the state 
and local governments, the tasks will not be carried out by those supposedly responsible. Instead, they are 
likely to be taken up by a higher-tier government, which may lack the ability to implement them 
effectively, even if it disposes of the necessary budgetary resources. So unless there is sufficient 
autonomy over budgets, especially where the intergovernmental transfers tend to overwhelm internally 
generated revenues, the benefits arising from subnational governments being able to tap into local 
knowledge about needs in their jurisdiction may be undermined (see also Khemani 2006).  

Fiscal decentralization is important, but it is not the only factor to consider. Administrative 
decentralization relates to the extent to which bureaucratic, human, and other administrative resources are 
present at subnational levels, and to the degree to which such levels have control over the management of 
those resources (e.g., ability to hire and fire civil servants). Lower-tier service provision in agriculture, as 
in other sectors, depends in part on the extent to which local decision making and planning for 
agricultural interventions can be backed up by the needed administrative machinery. In Nigeria, 
administrative decentralization is ahead of several other decentralized African countries. Both state and 
local governments have civil servants answerable to and paid by them. A more important challenge for 
Nigeria than the depth of administrative decentralization is the legacy of corruption in administration—at 
all three tiers of government—a legacy that is starting to be tackled but still continues to undermine the 
efficiency and effectiveness of service delivery in agriculture along with other sectors. 

Finally, in federal systems of government, performance at the subnational level tends to depend 
critically on downward accountability. When local leaders are accountable only to their political masters, 
they have no incentive to address the expressed needs of their constituents and clients. But when local 
leaders’ place in government depends on people’s decisions to retain or remove such leaders based on 
their performance, the gains from local knowledge of heterogeneous needs can be realized. Although the 
analysis of local political governance in Nigeria is well outside the scope of this paper, other studies 
indicate important challenges on this front (e.g., Khemani 2006; Dibie 2003).  

National Empowerment and Economic Development Strategy of 2004 
In 2004, three years after the promulgation of NAP, the government of Nigeria produced its first national 
poverty reduction and development strategy paper, the National Empowerment and Economic 
Development Strategy (NEEDS). NEEDS details strategies for five sectors: agriculture, manufacturing, 
services, oil and gas, and solid minerals. The government’s understanding of the contribution of 
agriculture to development, major constraints, and policies and targets for the agricultural sector are 
specified in summarized form in NEEDS (see Table F.2). The policies envisage both trade policy 
instruments and public investment schemes to achieve the core policy goal of reducing the amount of net 
imports of food and agricultural products, in order to limit the demands on foreign exchange arising from 
the country’s food needs, and to improve food security. NEEDS makes no reference to NAP, but its 
tenets, although much less detailed than in the NAP, seem broadly consistent. 

An important shortcoming of NEEDS, in terms of its potential to enable the translation of policies 
into implementable programs and investments, is the fact that the planned second volume was never 
produced. The first volume specifies broad policy thrusts and sets out concrete performance targets. The 
second volume was to have been the implementation guide for NEEDS, including matrices of objectives, 
targets, implementation timelines, and responsible organizations.  
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While no detailed costing is available of the NEEDS programs for agriculture and other sectors, 
NEEDS does propose an allocation from the federal capital budget to those priority sectors in which 
“direct and heavy government investment” needs to be sustained through the NEEDS period of 2004–
2007. Agriculture is identified as a priority sector. The NEEDS proposes that 3 percent of the federal 
capital budget be allocated to agriculture in 2004, and 4 percent in 2005, 2006, and 2007.  

Table F.2. Agricultural policy, targets, and strategies in NEEDS I 

Policy thrust 
• Provide the right policy environment and target incentives for private investment in the sector.  
• Foster effective linkages with industry to achieve maximum value added and processing for export. 
• Modernize production; create more agricultural and rural employment opportunities. 
• Reverse the trend in the importation of food through agricultural expansion.  
• Strive toward food security and a food surplus that could be exported. 
• Invest in improving the quality of the environment in order to increase crop yields. 

Targets that reflect policy thrust 
• Achieve minimum annual growth rate of 6 percent in agriculture. 
• Raise agricultural exports to US$3 billion by 2007; a major component of the exports is to be cassava. 
• Drastically reduce food imports from 14.5 percent of total imports to 5 percent by 2007. 
• Develop a scheme of land preparation services to increase cultivable arable land by 10 percent a year. 
• Promote the adoption of environment-friendly farming practices. 
• Protect all prime agricultural lands for continued agricultural production. 

Strategies to achieve the targets 
• Vigorously implement Presidential Initiatives to increase agricultural exports. 
• Take advantage of the various concessional arrangements provided by trade agreements. 
• Strengthen agricultural research, revitalize agricultural training, and streamline the extension delivery 

system. Involve NGOs and opinion leaders in extension delivery. 
• Review the agricultural input supply and distribution system with a view to developing an effective and 

sustainable private sector–led input supply and distribution system. 
• Promote integrated rural development through the rural road, water, and communications infrastructure. 
• Encourage states to develop model rural communities and farm settlements to stem rural-urban 

migration. 
• Adequately capitalize the Nigerian Agricultural, Cooperative, and Rural Development Bank to provide 

soft agricultural credit and rural finance.  
• Refurbish the eight functional silo complexes and phase completion of the remaining ones to improve 

and increase the capacity of the food reserve program.  
• Promote multicommodity development and marketing companies to stabilize prices and provide 

alternative markets for farm produce through a buyer-of-last-resort mechanism. 
• Promote rain-fed and irrigated farming, with an emphasis on fadama agriculture. 
• Implement the program for the massive production of tree crop seedlings. 
• Increase crop productivity through sound environmental rehabilitation and management. 

Source: NPC (2004). 
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