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Abstract         
 
Globalisation is reflected in the policies of liberalisation, privatisation and deregulation. These policies which are 

imbedded in the neo-liberal economic tradition are seen as welfarist ideology that would lead to development; 

hence increase the living conditions the peoples. It is further argued that the implementation of globalisation 

policies in developing countries while integrating all countries into the global economy is a veritable solution to the 

economic growth. An overlooked aspect of the above claim is that globalization is a game of equal participation of 

countries with an unequal level of economic growth. The debate has thus raised the need to examine the impact 

of globalization on the rural economy in a developing nation like Nigeria. Nigeria is largely made up of rural 

communities, rich in land and natural resources that are critical to the rural economy and the economic survival of 

the rural communities. It is pertinent to note that rural economy contribute largely to a nation’s economic 

development. Bearing this in mind, a policy that has a negative impact on the rural economy is bond to have a 

devastating impact on the livelihood of the rural dwellers and the notions’ economy. Consequently, it is of vital 

importance to domesticate these policies rather than a wholescale implementation. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Nigeria’s rural population is about 72.7 million of 140 million, equivalent to 52.7 per cent and is increasing by an 

average of 1.2 per cent each year (2006 population census). Agriculture account for 45 per cent of Nigeria’s 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and it is the main base of rural livelihood. About 44% of male farmers and 72% of 

female farmers respectively grow less than one hectares of farmland per household. More than half of all farmers 

cultivate food crops on small scale level and produce 90% of the country’s food (IFAD 2009: 5, 7).  
Globalisation process with its increasing rapid flow of capital, goods and information throughout the world is 

expected to impact on the rural economy. Under globalisation, world economy is increasingly changing and 

these changes are undoubtedly affecting the nature of trade, structure of the market and sustainability of the 

form of livelihood. For instance, colonialism, neo-colonialism and imperialism exerted a strong influence on 

rural economy. It is therefore, proper to state that the current policies of globalisation will also exerted its 

impact on rural economy in Nigeria. Nigeria moved from Import Substitution, Industrialization in the 1960s to 

the policy of Indigenization and Nationalization in the 1970s and then the Austerity Measure of early 1980s 

(Okoli 1997: 267) and then in 1986 Nigeria was forced to swallow the bitter pills of Structural Adjustment 

Policy. Evidence abound that the economic crises generated by Structural Adjustment Programme had a 

compounding effect on rural income possibilities. 
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Globalisation has become the defining feature of contemporary international system through which major actors in 

the system network together in order to achieve their interest and objectives. Globalisation entails a process and 

pattern of interaction which link people, nation states, governmental and international institutions, non-

governmental organisations and multinational corporations together (Balarabe 2002). Although the gestation 

period of globalisation cannot be ascertained, the work intends to examine contemporary globalisation. 

Significantly, the emergence of Nigeria into contemporary globalisation process started with the adoption of 

Structural Adjustment Programme in 1986 in line with the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank 

policies toward economic liberalisation focusing on market based and private sector driven economic system, 

export oriented strategy and stability of the economy through reduction in government interference.  
However, the ongoing processes of globalisation do not occur in a vacuum but interacts with other complex 

processes at different levels, including domestic economic policies, livelihood strategies and socio-cultural 

structures and practices. Major aspects of globalisation that relates to rural economy include the 

liberalisation of international trade as well as markets for agricultural products, commercialization of 

agriculture and expansion of agro-industries, rural livelihood diversification, the intensification of international 

and internal labour migration, the increasing privatization of resources and services, Structural Adjustment 

policies and the wider use of information technologies (United Nations 2005: 4).  
Therefore, the implications of globalisation for the rural economy are complex. The changes taking 

place in rural areas has direct impact on the lives of rural dwellers, in both positive and negative ways. 

For some rural dwellers, the ongoing changes present new opportunities; for others, they may intensify 

social exclusion and marginalization. 
 
2. Nigeria’s Rural Economy from Pre Colonial Era to Post Colonial Period 
 
Nigeria’s rural population is predominantly large with 79% of the total population living and working in 
rural communities. 54 million of the 79 million people living in the rural areas are women (Nigeria Rural 
Poverty Portal 2010). According to Okafor and Onokerharaye cited in Onwuemele and Kkuase (2011: 
113) Nigeria’s rural economy system comprises of five major components, which includes; human 
resources, agricultural activities, non agricultural activities, primary production and natural resources. 
More than 80 percent of the rural labour force is engaged in subsistence farming at smallholder level 
(Edo and Ikelegbe 2014). According to Edo and Ikelegbe (2014) Crop and livestock production are 
usually fused together as rural agricultural activities and there are variation in agricultural production, 
the Northern region of Nigeria majorly produces more of cotton, rice, beans, groundnut, horticulture and 
livestock while the Southern region majorly produce more of palm product, cassava, rubber, coca and 
fishing product. Most food crop is produced for consumption, while cash crops are exported. 
] 
Agriculture as a large sector of the rural economy contributes about 50 percent to Nigeria’s Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP) and account for large portion of income of farmers in relation to other sources 
of income in the rural communities(see table 1) (Edo and Ikelegbe 2014: 20).  

Table 1: Proportion of Farmers’ Income from Farm and Non-Farming Activities in Nigeria, 2004 
 
 Income farming activities From Other income Total income Income per Capital 
 Mean Mean Mean Mean 

SEX     

Male 41,175.4 9,687.8 53,376.8 8,972.5 
Female 31,375.4 10,162.9 43,563.8 11,660.5 
SECTOR     

Urban 45,288.2 14,837.3 66,190.3 10,773.4 
Rural 39,682.9 8,998.9 50,644.8 8,965.0 
ZONE     

South South 45,146.0 13,602.2 61,648.0 11,736.4 
South East 29,431.8 7,473.2 38,410.0 8,371.5 
South West 57,238.3 6,674.8 66,947.9 17,451.7 
North Central 38,045.6 4,158.0 44,480.9 8,117.8 
North East 42,259.9 8,057.6 51,991.3 7,969.8 
North West 39,482.5 13,037.6 55,620 8,054.6 

 
Source: National Bureau of Statistics, 2004 cited in Edo and Ikelegbe (2014:21) 
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Access to productive resources in rural communities reflects the practise of customary laws. Customary 

laws in rural communities are determinants of social order, entitlement to productive resources as well as 

specify the obligations of men, women and children. Customary land laws and norms define the mode of 

operation and land is generally believed to be owned communally and administered under the authority of 

community traditional rulers, chief and family head. As such, customary land tenure system in the rural 

areas is governed by customary laws, practices and norms. Land in Nigeria’s rural economy is held in two 

forms community and family land. Community heads, traditional chiefs, council of elders remain custodian of 

community land while family land is managed under the custody of the family head. Under the customary 

land tenure system major decision are taken by men, factors such as marital status, land use pattern, land 

tenure arrangement, inheritance system, cultural practice, norms and custom and gender division of labour 

and relations are amongst other factors that determine the extent to which women could exercise right over 

land. In spite of the fact that customary land tenure system is discriminatory, it did provide women with some 

level of security to land as most rural women had land use right. Although the use right differed from one 

community to the other, in all rural communities women’s use right is well established and respected.  
In 1978 the land use act was promulgated and all land were nationalised and authorities to them was 
vested in the state governors who hold it in trust on behalf of all. According to Gender Report (2012: 20) 

in spite of the nationalisation of land, in practices land ownership and access varies from one place to 
another in Nigeria. Under the land use act of 1978, women’s right to land are still regarded as 

secondary and use right for women is still based on marriage, inheritance through male son and 

leasing. Furthermore, many customs still suggest that women access to land is mediated through 
patrilineal system (Aluko and Amudu, 2006 cited Gender Report 2012:20).  
Although farming is the dominant economic activity among rural communities from pre colonial to post colonial 

among rural communities in Nigeria, majority of the rural population are also engaged in variety of non-farm 

activities which serve as alternative source of livelihood. Non-farm activities in the rural economy has been 

defined by Edo and Ikelegbe (2014: 28) as activities other than those performed on the farm or related to farming 

which includes agro processing, handicraft, commerce, construction, transportation and services. Agro business 

ventures engage in the processing of agricultural products into semi finished or finished product such as 

groundnut oil, palm oil and kernel, cassava product, dried fish etc. Rural household engaged in agro processing 

venture depend on the use of traditional method of food processing. Rural household also engage in petty trading, 

working in micro agro business outfits, and on construction sites amongst others. The rural economy is 

characterised with, traditional system of farming using traditional farm input for subsistence farming, limited 

access to information, limited access to credit facilities as most credit institution are mostly urban-based, land 

tenure is based on communal system and poor access to market (Edo and Ikelegbe 2014).  
Pre colonial rural economy mainly produced goods and food crops for its own use and for exchange within a 

wider regional economy. Production was at the subsistence level while inputs into agriculture were largely 

driven by non-market forces. Production was based on traditional mode of production. However; the political 

structure introduced during colonial period in Nigeria disregarded the traditional economic organisation, 

which played essential role in village administration prior to colonial era (Coleman 1963: 63). The political 

system introduced during colonialism was a system whose main purpose was the development of British 

commerce. It was characterised by reliance on cash crops export for foreign exchange earnings and 

development fund (Ake1981: 51). Large scale plantations were established, male and female began to 

increase their level of agricultural produce as well as adopting newly introduced crops for which markets 

existed as colonial administration planned their policies to benefit their metropolitan state (Redding). 

Traditional mode of production continued to persist, albeit in a modified form thus, predominant mode of 

production in the colonial era was a mix of the primitive and simple community mode introduced by the 

colonial authorities. The main features of this mode of production in rural societies in Nigeria were;  
(a) The family, immediate or extended is the basic unit for the organisation of production and labour.   
(b) Land is the essential means of production   
(c) Land tends to be communally owned but usually privately subject to certain obligations.  
(d) Commodity exchange among relatively equal petty producers who produce predominately use value.   
(e) Limited production of exchange value and intermittent contact of some petty producer with wage labour.   
(f) Foreign capital was used to regulate the conditions of peasant production. (Ake 1981: 52).  
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Prior to 1939, marketing of product was under relatively free market, few European firms engaged in export and 

import trading through a network of agents (Mustapha and Meagher, 2000:39). Quota of agriculture production 

and prices for produces were usually set by the colonial ruler while roads and railways were built to transport 

mainly goods for export (Reddings). From 1939, peasant producer began to market their export product through 

marketing boards. The establishment of four marketing boards in 1947 and 1949 marked the end to a free market 

strategy with the state intervening in the marketing of export cash crop (Mustapha and Meagher, 2000:29). By 

1954, the four marketing boards were replaced by four regional marketing boards, one in each of the then four 

regions of Nigeria. The list of commodities controlled by the marketing board includes; palm oil, sesame, soya 

bean, cocoa, palm kernel, benni seed, cotton and groundnut. The collection of the commodities from small holder 

producers was left to the licensed agents of the marketing boards (Ake 1981: 64).  
In the 1960’s up to 1970, the rural economy in Nigeria boomed with agricultural activities and agricultural 

sector was the most important in terms of contributions to Gross domestic product, employment and foreign 

earnings. Unfortunately, from 1970’s the sector remained stagnant and saw rapid decline as the period 

witnessed the oil boom decade of the 1970’s. The share of agriculture to the nations GDP show variation 

and long term decline from 60% in 1960 to 48.8% in 1970 and 22.2% in 1980(NBS 2014)  
In June 1986, the Structural Adjustment Policy was adopted and implementation began in rural communities with 

the liberalisation of the rural economy through the removal of administrative price distortion and reallocation of 

resources in favour of large scale and smallholder agriculture, trade and exchange policies were reformed while 

government interference reduced, the six marketing boards was abolished, liberalisation of agricultural input 

market, input subsidies was removal as well as liberalisation of interest rate (Mustapha and Meagher, 2000: 45). 

The liberalisation of agricultural production was supported by interventionist policies which lead to the 

establishment of Directorate of Food, Road and Rural Infrastructure, while the Peoples Bank and community 

banks made cheap loan to local farmers in the face of deregulation of leading. There was imposed ban on 

importation of maize, rice, wheat and barley (Mustapha and Meagher, 2000: 46).  
Furthermore, the Structural Adjustment Policies in the rural areas focused on the privatisation of land and 

commercialisation of agriculture which was seen as capitalist agriculture. The major effect of SDP in rural 

communities was the promotion of large scale agriculture and agri business farm run by local elite usually 

men at the expense of small holder farms that are often controlled by women. According to (Reddings) 

during the SAP land privatisation policies increased a wave of land speculation in rural communities which 

resulted in diverting of land out of agricultural production. The SDP on privatisation of land was intended to 

allow profitable farmers to increase agricultural production by investing the profits in additional land acquired 

from less profitable farmers. The SDP created a rural type of capitalism; both small scale farmer and 

capitalist engaged in agriculture with the political system favourable to rural political elite (Reddings). There 

was increase concentration of land ownership in the hand of large and medium scale farmers while peasant 

farmer were involved in mortgaging and sales of land, either to raise capital for production or because of in 

ability to fund cultivation(Mustapha and Meagher, 2000: 49).  
With the increase in production and reproduction cost over price of produce, the situation facing farmers 

worsened. The situation forces male and female household into non-farm occupation with massive rural-

urban migration which lead to increase in female household head. The scarcity of labour as a result of urban 

migration led to a situation where women and children were increasingly used for labour (Mustapha and 

Meagher, 2000: 49). In Northern Nigeria this situation led to the weakening of the practice of seclusion in the 

rural areas as most labourers were drawn from female labourers. Decline in the public sector expenditure on 

agriculture and rural development led to the collapse of development centres, rural projects and agricultural 

extension services, the quality of rural infrastructure declined (Mustapha and Meagher, 2000: 49).  
By 1992, under the Abacha military regime subsidy was removed on fertilizer, the official prices was 

doubled; this was repeated in 1993 (Mustapha and Meagher, 2000: 51). Importation of fertilizer was 

banned in 1995 also ban on rice and maize import were lifted. In 1996, the Abacha regime put in place 

new fertilizer policy which restricted the sales of fertilizer through the local government. The lifting of 

ban on grains had negative effect on the prices of local grain because of the declining industrial use 

and it undermined the market for locally produced grains. 
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3. Globalisation Policies as it Relates to the Rural Economy of Nigeria 
 
Nigerian society is largely made up of rural communities. Land and natural resources are important productive 

factors in the rural economy and livelihoods in Nigeria. The implementation of policies of globalisation under the 

direction of the World Bank, IMF and the WTO has restructured the economy of the rural areas in general and 

had two significant effects. Firstly, these policies has it relate to the rural areas reinforced the agrarian character 

of the rural economy, encouraging the commercialisation and privatisation of land, resources and the liberalisation 

of the market which has been accompanied by deregulation. Secondly, this development resulted in government’s 

use of land use Act of 1978 to acquire large expanse of land resulting in significant land grab. According to Otive, 

(2012) an important trend is that the current wave of privatisation of land leading to significant land grab is driven 

by the private sector, national government and transnational corporation (Otive, 2012).  
The United Nations (2001:9) identified the following to be the context of globalization policies as it 

relates to the rural sector:  
Privatisation of resources such as land and social 

service commercialisation of agriculture   
Transition to liberalised market economy and global 

market Shift to high value food and cash crops  
Development of value chain for export promotion 

Expansion of agric business industries  
Rapid change in agricultural technologies 

Structural Adjustment policy  

Increasing use of farming technologies (United Nation, 2001:9).   
Advocates of globalisation had argued that countries embracing the policies of globalisation would develop 

and the standard of living of the people would rise. The World Bank (1995: 1-2) insist that government must 

pursue market-based growth path that generate rapid growth in demand for labour, expansion in the skills of 

the work force and rising productivity. They could take advantage of the new opportunities at the 

international level by opening up trade and attracting capital. Hence, the political argument in favour of 

globalisation is that the integration of all countries into the global economy is seen as a veritable solution to 

their developmental advancement. In the light of the above, globalisation essentially conceived with 

transnational borders is seen as the best policy option to world prosperity. Contemporary globalisation 

process is compelling states to alter their relations with the market and civil society. States are important 

actors in providing a conditioning and an enabling environment for the market economy thus becoming 

mediator of change. For this reason, the Nigerian government joined the league of countries that have 

adopted economic policies and programmes that promotes globalisation. The onset of this changing role in 

Nigeria was the Structural Adjustment policies, which entailed significant cutbacks in public spending and 

the provision of basic services. Thus, the implementation of Bretton Woods and WTO economic policies and 

programmes in a democratic Nigeria such as privatization, commercialization, deregulation and 

liberalization, by the government, is a clear indication that Nigeria is purely a promoter of globalisation. 
 
4. Implementing Contemporary Globalisation Policies: 1999-2014 
 
4.1 Privatisation of Resources  
The intensification of large-scale land acquisition pursued by the state under the rubric of the Land Use Act has 

become more pronounced in the rural areas and has been reinforced by the policies of globalization. According to 

Okonjo Iweala and Osifo (2007: 24), under President Obasanjo’s administration, the Infrastructure Concession 

Regulatory Act which provided a legal framework for Public-Private Partnership (PPP) was passed into law in 

November 2005. Through the PPP framework, state governments had set priorities in the area of agriculture, 

small and medium size enterprise, infrastructure, public finance reforms, and social service sectors in achieving 

their State Economic Empowerment and Development Strategies(SEEDS) ( NEED 2004: VI). Under SEED, the 

private sector will be the executor, investor and manger of business, and as such it will be the engine of economic 

growth in the rural areas. In implementing SEEDS, deregulation, liberalization and privatization reduced 

government control and attracted private sector investment (NEED 2004: VI). 
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Consequently, according to Efanodor (2015: 62) the liberalization and opening up of the economy to 

private foreign investment, in line with World Bank, IMF, and WTO strategy brought about the 

acceleration of large scale annexation of arable land in the rural areas for commercial agriculture, 

establishment of Agro business and oil exploration activities such as pipeline construction, access 

roads, flow stations and camp site for oil workers (see Efanodor 2015:62).  
According to Attah, (2013: 6) the current wave of privatisation of resources and commercialisation of agriculture 

in Nigeria’s Fourth Republic took off in 2004 with large scale land acquisition for food, cash crop and high value 

crops for food and agro fuel production when a five-man delegation from the South Africa union of white 

Commercial Farmer and commercial farmers from Zimbabwe were invited by the Kwara state government for a 

one-week fact-finding visit to Kwara State. With the assurances that government would permit foreign investors to 

export 100 per cent of their production to their home countries, the kwara state government invoked the provision 

of the Nigerian land use Act No 6 of 1978 to appropriate 200,000 hectares of choice farm land close to the River 

Niger from local people in Shonga district of Kwara state (Attah, (2013: 6). In related cases from 2004 – 2014 

other land deals occurred across Nigeria, in kwara state a total of 112,916 hectares of farm land has been 

allocated to both foreign and local investors in a private – public partnership arrangement between the state 

government and private investors. Similarly, according to framgrag.org 250,000 hectare of farmland covering six 

Northern states in Nigeria has been allocated to Dangote group of companies, 30,000 hectare of land from Nine 

Niger Delta state has been allocated to TRANS4mation Agritech, 2,000 hectares of land was allocated to Union 

De Inciativa S.A de CV Mexican company, 30,000 hectares of land was allocated to Dominion farms Limited and 

6,000 hectares was allocated to Ollam International Asian agribusiness. According to farmgrab.org a website run 

by GRAIN which made data base of land deals that the media reported noted that from 2004-2010 enormous 

farmlands grab has occurred in Nigeria (GRAIN, 2010).  
The agreement between the Kwara state government and the Zimbabwean farmers committed the Kwara 

government to provide choice land close to River Niger which resulted to the eviction of roughly 1289 local 

farmers in 28 communities from their ancestral home (Attah 2013: 6). This was also the case in Rivers state 

where the River state government acquired over 2,000 hectares of Land in Ogoni area for the construction of 10 

billion banana plantation which led to the eviction of over 30,000 smallholder farmers from 10 communities from 

their farmland(Social Development 2013: 1-2). Similarly, according to farmgrab.org (2014) Kebbi state 

government appropriated large expanse of land and allocated it to a Chinese firm for agricultural production, the 

land acquisition displaced over 5,000 local farmers forcing Kebbi farmers to move to Niger state.  
Besides forceful eviction which is the case with most large scale land deals by state governments, there 

were some cases where communities were made to donate land with a promise that the local communities 

would benefit from the investments. According to Otive, (2012) in 2008, 10,000 hectares of land from 

Arochukwu community of Abia state was donated to TRANS4mation Agritech LTD for agricultural production 

(Otive, 2012). Similarly in 2013, 6,000 hectares of land for agricultural production was donated by Abraka 

community in Delta state to the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development. The 6,000 hectares 

of land was in turn given to a Chinese firm where 25 hectare of land was allocated by the state government 

for the establishment of the farm with a processing mill plant. When completed, the plant was expected to 

house a processing mill with a capacity of 72,000MT per annum (Sun Newspaper, August 2013: 29).  
Apart from the acquisition of land by states for foreign and private investors, state governments were as well 

committed in assisting and ensuring steady access to credit and assisting investors in obtaining from the 

federal government a pioneer status, which implies exemption from import duties on agricultural equipment 

and tax turn over. For instance, according to Attah (2013) in 2005 the kwara state government provided the 

investors with interest free loan estimated at $3 million USD to the Zimbabwe farmers. In 2006, a consortium 

of the Zimbabwean farmers known as the New Nigeria farm took a loan of $ 5 million USD from Agricultural 

Cooperative and Rural Development Bank. Similarly, with assistance from International finance institutions 

and the British government TRANS4mation Agrictech signed a 46 million naira agreement with the Niger 

Delta Commission (NDDC) for the establishment of 30,000 hectares of mechanised farm (Otive, 2012). 

Despite the involvement of state governments, leading global financing institutions are backers to large 

scale land deals and Agricultural Transformation Agenda. 
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For instance, Adesina, (2012b:45) observed that in Nigeria, the World Bank funded deals and 

investments to the tone of $500 million USD, international fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) 

invested $80 million USD, China Exim Bank which is the export-import bank of China has financed land 
deals and investment to the tone of $1.2 billion USD, FORD FOUNDATION with $600 million, Africa 

Development Fund/Africa Development Bank with $1 billion, United States Agency International 

Development (USAID) supporting investment, Bill and Melinda Gate Foundation and Department for 
International Development (DFID) sponsored two technical advisors Adesina, (2012b:45).  
Apart from large scale land deals for food production, there were acquisitions of land for agro fuel crops and 

production in Nigeria. Adopting the agro-fuel regime, Nigeria has set a national target for using up to 10 per cent 

of her home grown agro-fuels in transport fuel by 2020 (Attah 2013 cited in Efanodor 2015). According to Nigeria 

National Petroleum Corporation (NNPC) (2007) the Nigeria government established in some selected states, four 

large scale ventures that covered 900,000 hectares of land (NNPC, 2007, cited in Attah 2013). The government 

went further to encourage foreign and local investor’s participation in the agro fuel regime. The investors at the 

same instance acquired lands for the production of high value crops. Table 2 provides a list of land allocated for 

biofuel and bio-diesel investments in Nigeria. According to Adesina (2012b:29) a remarkable step which the 

Nigeria government took was that it encouraged investors, both local and foreign to establish/invest in ethanol 

production from high value crops, within the range of 6billionUSD for which the NNPC and the Ministry of 

Petroleum Resources will be partners. To make available the raw materials for these ventures cassava ethanol 

and sugar plants were sited in southern and Northern respectively. They were meant to provide 70,000 Ha of 

cassava and 100,000 Ha of sugar cane each (see Efanodor 2015:61)  
Table 2: Land Allocated For Biofuel and Bio-Diesel Investments in Nigeria 

 
Company Country Land Crop type Source 

  acquired   

NNPC Nigeria 200 square Sugarcane Friends of the Earth Africa and Europe Report (2010, p. 
  killometres  32) 

NNPC Benue, 20,000ha Sugarcane Nigeria Tribune July 15, 2008 
 Gombe,Jigawa    

 and Kebbi    

NNPC Edo, Anambra 20,000 ha Cassava and Daily Trust (18 July 2006) 
 and Ondo  sugarcane  

NNPC  20,000 Palm oil plantation NNPC (2007) cited in Attah, N. E (2013) 
NNPC Ebenebe and 15,000 Integrated cassava Odogwu 2012 cited in Attah 2013 

 Ugbenu  plantation and  

 communities in  Ethanol plant  

 Akwa    
NNPC / Kogi state Okulese in Ose 500 Caasava ethanol Ebenezer (2008) cited in Attah (2013) Attah, N. E 
government L.G.A Ondo  project (2013) 

 state    
NNPC/Kogi state Odogwu, Ibaji 31,000 Ultra modern sugar Aruwa (2011) cited in Attah (2013) Attah, N. E (2013) 
government/Internationa L.G.A Kogi  factory for the  

l Trans oil corporation of state  production of  

U.S.A   ethanol agro fuel  

Viscount Energy China Nigeria  Sugarcane plantation Friis and Reenberg (2010) 
Kwara Casplex Limited Nigeria 30,000 ha Cassava Friends of the Earth Africa and Europe Report (2010: 

    32) 
NNPC Nigeria 11,000 ha Cassava Friends of the Earth Africa and Europe Report (2010: 

    32) 
Global Biofuels Limited Nigeria 11,000 ha Sweet Sorghum BuinessDay 
NNPC Nigeria 10,000ha Cassava Guardian newspaper 
Global Biofeuls Limited Nigeria 30,000ha Sweet Sorghum www.globalbiofuelsltd.com/new/chairmanspeech.html 

   farm  
Jatropha Farmers Nigeria 5,000ha Jatropha Ariyo and Mortimre (2011) 
development foundation     

Future Energy LTD Nigeria 9,369 Jatropha Ariyo and Mortimre (2011) 
EnviroFriendly Energy Nigeria 10,000 Jatropha Ariyo and Mortimre (2011) 
LTD     

Wilmar Nigeria Limited Nigeria 5,561 Oil palm farmgrab.org a website run by GRAIN in July 2014  
Source: Friends of the Earth Africa and Europe Report (2010: 32) with update by author. 
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4.2 Deregulation  
Policies and reforms were put in place to deregulate the agricultural sector. According to Johnson (2003) the 

reforms include the deregulation of seeds and fertilizer markets, setting up of private sector marketing 

reforms to structure markets, establishing. According to Akpoko and Yugey (2001: 72) in 1998, the Nigerian 

government deregulated the fertilizer market and withdrew the price subsidies due to the fact that 

government subsidy and benefits of the regulated marketing system did not get to the farmers for whom they 

were meant. Adesina(2012a:5) also noted that under the initial government distributed fertilizer program, 

manufacturer/suppliers received orders from the Federal Government, which they deliver to state 

governments with a subsidy of 25%. The states then allocate fertilizers to farmers adding their own subsidy. 

The result of the initial government programme is that only about 11% of fertilizer actually gets to the 

farmers. However, with the new deregulation programme, the private sector distributes fertilizer, utilizing 

input vouchers then sells the fertilizer to the intended farmers at market price while subtracting the voucher 

discount by government. The end product of this system is that 94% of actual farmers receive the subsidized 

fertilizer under the voucher program. In essence, states and the federal government co-ordinate to distribute 

fertilizer vouchers to targeted farmers. (Adesina 2012a: 5).  
4.3 The Integration of the Nigerian Economy into Global Economy through Expansion of Agric 

Business and Rural Industralisation 

As part of expanding agric business, governments’ new policies were aimed at creating enabling 

environment for private sector investments through providing incentives for investors. Adesina 

(2012a:26) listed such Government policy incentives meant to support investors in agriculture under the 

ATA as: 1. New fiscal incentives to encourage domestic import substitution.  
2. Restrictions will be removed on areas of investment and there will be maximum equity ownership in 

investment by foreign investors.   
3. No currency exchange control- free transfer of capital, profits and dividends.   
4. Constitutional guarantee against nationalism expropriation of investment.   
5. Import of Agricultural machinery and equipment will be duty free.   
6. Tax free incentives for agricultural investments.  
7. Duty waiver and other industry related incentives e.g. based on use of local raw materials, export orientation.   
8. Government will provide Infrastructure support on investment especially the SPCZ   
9. Provide equity capital to scale emerging agro companies  
10. Leverage low cost, long term debt to finance farmers and investors. Adesina (2012a:26)   
Also sample rates of returns to agricultural investments was provided for model investment theme in 

crops such as tomatoes, cassava, cotton, maize, rice and soya beans (see table 3). The sample rate of 

return to agricultural investment specified the start up capital, rate and payback period.  
Table 3: Sample Rates of Returns to Agricultural Investments in Nigeria 

 
Crop Modelled investment theme Start up capital/fixed assets Rate/pay back 

   period 
Tomatoes Tomato paste and related products plant 4 3.9M for plant with 15,000 20% /4 years 

  tons/annum  
Cassava Cassava chips processing for export to North $3.5m for plant with 115,000 19%/ 4-5 

 east Asia tons/annum plant years 
Cotton Cotton production and ginning into link for $3.5m for 30,000 ton/annum 20%/3-5 

 export and domestic market ginnery years 
Maize Processing into animal feed to serve fast $ 3.5m for a 50,000 ton/annum 30%/ 3-6year 

 growing livestock market plant  
Rice Rice production and milling to serve large $6.1m on a 45,000 ton/annum 33%/3-5 

 domestic market rice mill years 
Soya Processing into animal feeds, industrial $10m on a 100,000 ton plant 106%/4-5 

beans supplement and oil for domestic market.  years 
 
Source: Monitor Analysis cited in Adesina (2012a:25; 2012b:33) 
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As a result of the government incentives, private sector made up of majorly foreigners and few local 

investors have responded to the new policies by investing in agric business (See table 4). These agro 

businesses were established and sited close to areas of raw materials.  
Table 4: Private Sector Response to New Policies 

 
S/N Company State Capacity Mt/Yr Status 
1 Atahi Rice Jigawa 60,000 In process 
2 Ashi Feeds Benue 10,000 Started post June 2012 
3 Mikap Benue 10,000 Started post June 2012 
4 Dominion Taraba 10,000 In process 
5 Gauri Bauchi 10,000 In process 
6 Clysters Nasarwa 10,000 In process 
7 Umza Kano 60,000 New line started post June 2012 
8 Omar Anambra 10,000 In process 
9 Kare Hi-Tech Zamfara 9,000 In process 
10 Oni Mp Farms Cross river 8,000 In process 
11 Aluma Taraba 8,000 In process 
12 Ebony Agro Ebonyi 30,000 Started post June 2012 
13 Lagos Lagos 5,000 Started post June 2012  

Source: Adesina, (2012a: 14; 2012b, 15) 
 
As part of rural industrialisation, according to Adesina, (2014) Staple Crop Processing Zones (SCPZ) have 

been sighted in 14 sites across Nigeria (see fig 1), SPCZ is a large area of land designated for commercial 

processing of food crops into semi or finished products. The establishment of the SCPZ will grant tax holiday 

to investors, this is meant to attract private sector to establish food processing plant and it was also aimed at 

cutting down harvest waste. The 14 SCPZ sites are designated specifically for the processing and 

production of agricultural produce such rice, sorghum, cassava, fish processing, horticulture and livestock. 

Remarkably, SCPZ is aimed to reverse the rural-urban migration (Adesina, 2014) Table 5. Identifies anchor 

states for rice and table 6 for horticulture. Development finance institutions such as World Bank and African 

Development Bank have pledge support while some investors have been in SCPZ over the past years 

others have identified as anchor investors (see table 7)(Adesina 2012a 
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MAP of Nigeria showing the 14 sites selected across Nigeria for the first set of SCPZ 
 

Fig 1: MAP of Nigeria Showing the 14 Sites Selected Across Nigeria for the first set of SCPZ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Source: Adesina (2012a:21) 
 

Table 5: Anchor States Identified for rice SCPZS are 
 
S/N Location State Anchor investor 
1 Kadawa valley Kano State Dangote Group 
2 Bidda-Badeggi Niger State Flour mills of Nigeria 
3 Ikwo Ebonyi State Ebonyi rice, Ebonyi Govt, UNDP and SME’s 
4 Gassol Tararaba State Dominion farms 
5 Sokoto/Kebbi Sokoto/Kebbi state No core investor for now  

Source : Adesina (2012a:22) 
 

Table 6: Anchor states for Horticulture SCPZS 
 
S/N Location State Anchor Investor 
1 Kadawa valley Kano state Dangote group of companies 

 Tomatoes   
2 Wanunne Cirtus Benue state Del Monte Foods 

 Tomatoes, mango   

3 Calabar (pineapple) Cross-river Dangote groups  
Source : Adesina (2012a:23) 
 
  Table 7: Investors over the Past Years in SCPZ 
    

S/N Investors  Location 
1 Belster capital limited  Livestock In The Northern Region 
2 AGCO  Mechanisation and training across all SCPZ 
3 Dominion farms  Parboiled white rice processing 
4 Transcorp  Fruit concentrate, processing cassava atarch and sweeteners 
5 Cargill  Cassava starch and sweeteners 
6 Dangote  Tomatoes processing, horticulture and sorghum  

Source: Adesina (2012a:24)  
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According to Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (FMARD)(2013: 4) out of the 14 sites 

designated for the SCPZ, four sites covering 21 Local government area of Ogbaru, Orumba North, Uzo 

Uwani, Hadejia, Bunkure, Kura and Rano, Argungu, Bagudo, Birnin Kebbi, Dandi, Ngaski, Shanga, Suru, 

Agaie, Gbako, Lapai, Lavun, Katcha and Mokwa, Kware from seven states of Anambra, Enugu, Jigawa, 

Kano, Kebbi, Niger, Sokoto has taken off with The African Development Bank (AFDB) working in four zones 

of Binda – Badeggi (Middle belt), Adani -Omor (East), Kebbi (North West), and Kano (North) (FMARD 2013: 

5). The selected area covers 39.560 hectares located in high agricultural production area of rice, cassava 

and sorghum production. According to FMARD (2013: 5), 45,300 rural farmers will be beneficiaries with 

opportunities of participating in commercial agriculture production and value chains in the SPCZ zone.  
Also as a key strategy to further integrate the Nigeria economy into the world economy government has 

established more Export Processing Zones (EPZ) and Free Trade Zone (FTZ) which embrace sectors such as 

agriculture, industry, services and minerals other than fuel. Between 1999 and 2013 a total of 23 EPZ and FTZ 

had been established and operational while 11 EPZ and FTZ are awaiting approval. The EPZ are designed to 

facilitate the establishment of industries in specific custom area designated for export purpose. According to 

Briggs, (2007: 13) government from 1999 has also provided incentives schemes for export promotion which 

includes exemption from taxes and repatriation to home country capital and profit from investment. The schemes 

lead to the establishment of the Export Development Fund (EDF), the Export Expansion Grant Fund (EEG), the 

Duty Drawback Scheme, the Export Credit and Guarantee Insurance Scheme; the Investment Tax Credit 

Scheme; the Manufacture-in-Bond Scheme, and Buy Back Scheme (Briggs, 2007: 14). According to Briggs 

(2007: 14) to further the integration of Nigerian’s market, government also established Export processing factories 

and village (EPF)(EPV) facilities. The EPV’S objective is to stimulate specialisation in the production of 

agricultural commodities, provide employment opportunities, and help in fighting poverty. EPV is to engage in Co-

ordinating efforts towards production of export goods in commercial quantities. Two export processing villages 

have been established, one for horticulture located in Jos and Arabia coffee located in both Jos and Taraba. As of 

2007 a total of 26 companies have been granted EPF status (Briggs, 2007: 15).  
Furthermore, value chain is an important tool with globalisation of trade. Implementing policies of globalisation in 

Nigeria has lead to the establishment of value chain arrangement in most rural area in Nigeria. The programme 

launched in August 2011 is currently developing the value chain of the following agricultural commodities; rice, 

cassava, sorghum, coca and cotton. The value chain identifies the institutional framework that link producer, 

processors, marketers, distributors and consumers (Adesina 2012b). The essence of the value chain is to develop 

the agricultural sector using private sector to link farms to mills, and aggregators to market. Marketing 

corporations to be run by private investors has been established to facilitate marketing for agricultural 

commodities to co-ordinate the production and investments ( Adesina, 2012b:11). 
 
5. Conclusion 
 
The impacts of globalization policies on the rural economy in Nigeria are varied and diverse. Some are captured 

in the concluding part of this work starting with the policy of privatization of land and recourses which has resulted 

in massive land grab. Various authors associate the phrase land grabbing to issues of food, biofuel production 

and rent extraction (Cotula, 2012; Zommers, 2010). De Schutter (2011) posits that large scale land acquisition 

has been characterized by processes which involve large foreign and domestic capitalist groups acquiring land 

traditionally owned by families or communities to introduce large scale farming or investment.  
According to Deninger et al (2011) over the years, one of the cornerstones of colonial and neo-colonial practices 

has been land grabbing. Deninger et al while acknowledging the similarities to historical trend of land grabbing, 

however noted the peculiarities of the current land grab. According to him, theses peculiarities are the significant 

increase in investment in agricultural land dating from 1997-2007, in which land amounting to 1.9 million hectares 

has been expanded for cultivation, while domestic and foreign investor has identified about 56 million ha of land 

for agricultural development. Deninger concluded that the present trend of large scale acquisition differentiate it 

from the past. The United Nations (2009) linked the present trend amongst other reasons for land grab to the 

2007-2008 financial crises and huge profit of large investors. The policies introduced in early 2000 opened up 

financial deregulation and commodity exchange to new players who had been shut from entry as a result of 

government policies and market regulations (Ghosh 2010, 72). 
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Borras and France (2010) noted that results in terms of the impact of land grab on small scale farmers 

can be viewed as problematic as the implication of large scale land deals and investment are diffuse. 

The effect of large scale land deals and investment on local people is in two folds first, it results in 
dislocating farmers of their lands in search for other source of livelihood and secondly, converting 

farmers into paid workers on large farms. The effects present restrictions on the local peoples’ access 

to vital resources resulting to further reduction in their poverty level.  
The bottom line of the implementation of globalization in the rural communities in Nigeria is the 

dislodging of the peasant farmers and an increase in the poverty rate of the rural dwellers. The 

following tables explain the nature and rate of poverty.  
Table 7: Poverty From 1980-2010 by Population Number 

 
Year Poverty incidence (%) Estimated population in (millions) Population in poverty (millions) 
1980 27.2 65 17.1 
1985 46.3 75 34.7 
1992 42.7 91.5 39.2 
1996 65.6 102.3 67.1 
2004 54.4 126.3 68.7 
2010 69.0 163 112.47  

Source: National Bureau of Statistics, HNLSS 2010. 
 
From the above table, the proportion of the population living below the poverty line increased from 1980 

- 2010. According to Omonona (2010) analysis of Nigeria’s poverty profile suggest that poverty in 
Nigeria is predominately a rural phenomenon. In Nigeria, the rural dwellers constitute 50.2 per cent of 
the population and rural poverty increased from 28.3 percent in 1980 to 51percent in 1985, 63.8 
percent in 2004 and 73.3 percent in 2010. In the rural areas about 44.4% of households are food poor. 
The predominance of rural poverty over the urban has been consistent during 1996-2010 (see table 8). 
The Federal Republic of Nigeria Report (2008) indicates that poverty has rural bias, affecting in excess 

of 67 percent of all households and 77 percent of households in the rural communities.  
Table 8: Indicative Poverty Trends by Regions in Nigeria 

 
Level 1980 1985 1992 1996 2004 2010 
National 27.2 46.3 42.7 65.6 54.4 69 
Sector       

Urban 17.2 37.8 37.5 58.2 43.2 61.8 
Rural 28.3 51.4 66.0 69.3 63.3 73.2 
Geographical zone       

South-south 13.2 45.7 40.8 58.2 35.1 63.8 
South-East 12.9 30.4 41.0 53.5 26.7 67 
South West 13.4 38.6 43.1 60.9 67.0 67.5 
North central 32.2 50.8 46.0 64.7 67.0 67.5 
North east 35.6 54.9 54.0 70.1 72.2 76.3 
North west 37.7 52.1 36.5 77.2 71.2 77.7 

 
Source: National Consumer Survey 1980, 1985, 1992, 1996 and 2004 NBS (2005: p.22 - 24) and NBS (2011). 
 
Table 9 makes it clear that relative poverty levels rise in tandem with the size of the household. In 

particular, 80.9% of all households of 20 or more people lived in relative poverty as of 1980, with this 

figure rising to 90.7% as of 2004. 
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 Table 9: Relative Poverty Rate by Household Size (1980 - 2004)   
        

Household Size  1980 1985 1992 1996 2004  

1  0.2 9.7 2.9 13.1 12.0  

2-4  8.8 19.3 19.5 51.5 39.3  

5-9  30.0 50.5 45.4 74.8 57.9  

10-19  51.0 71.3 66.1 88.5 73.3  

20+  80.9 74.9 93.3 93.6 90.7  

Total  27.2 46.3 42.7 65.6 54.4  

Source: NBS (2005)         
It is obvious from the above analysis that globalization distorted the rural economy, denied the people 

the use of their land and acerbated poverty rate. Consequently the situation in Nigeria rural 

communities debunk the claim that globalization will increase the living standard of all peoples. 
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